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BACKGROUND 
1. Schemes coming forward through the Economic Development Fund (EDF), Local Growth 

Fund (LGF) and new schemes through the Revolving Infrastructure Fund (RIF) will pass 
through the One Front Door process. This means that all projects follow a 2 stage approval 
process, Outline and then Full Business Case with Highlight Reporting for ongoing 
management.  

 
2. The key aim of the West of England Local Enterprise Partnership (WE LEP) is to ensure all 

future schemes are well defined and provide a compelling case for investment, and that they 
are deliverable within the timeframe, scheme cost and profile agreed when funding is 
offered. 
 

3. In addition, the outputs and benefits to be derived from the investment are coming under 
greater scrutiny, with monitoring requirements to be met by applicants. The WE LEP is 
currently reporting to government on the Growth Deal against direct jobs created although 
interest is also taken in indirect jobs, GVA and land brought back into beneficial use.  
 

4. This manual consolidates all the support documents available to assist promoters with 
bringing forward robust and complete Outline and Full business cases for approval via the 
One Front Door process. This document sets out the requirements and provides a 
benchmark against which schemes will be assessed. 

ONE FRONT DOOR PROCESS 
5. The way in which prospective applicants can submit schemes for consideration of funding 

through the One Front Door funding streams (LGF, EDF, RIF and any new future funding 
stream) is set out in the step by step guidance note for funding applicants (also available in 
Appendix A). The guidance sets out the process and procedures in place at the WE LEP, 
prior to and once funding has been agreed and it covers the following stages: 

• proposal development 
• outline business case 
• full business case 
• change request 
• highlight reports 

ASSURANCE FRAMEWORK AND DOCUMENT TEMPLATES 
6. Through their Growth Deal each LEP is required to develop an accountability and assurance 

framework which sets out the arrangements and processes through which the Growth Deal 
and Local Growth Fund will operate. The approved West of England Growth Deal Assurance 
Framework is available online at www.westofenglandlep.co.uk/funding/local-growth-fund  
 

7. The most up-to-date templates for Outline and Full Business Cases and Highlight Reports 
are appended to the Assurance Framework document. If you require a Word version of the 
templates, please contact the Local Enterprise Partnership Office. 

  

http://www.westofenglandlep.co.uk/assets/files/Funding/Guidance%20for%20funding%20applicants.pdf
http://www.westofenglandlep.co.uk/funding/local-growth-fund


 

STATE AID 
8. State aid rules should be considered from the outset of the proposal to ensure it is 

compatible and compliant with EU competition rules. The Outline Business Case (OBC) 
should describe the State Aid exemption that will apply, or the method and approach to show 
how no State Aid will be granted.  
 

9. The question of State Aid applies to the payment of grant to the promoter (whatever the legal 
status of the promoter) of the project/intervention as well as to the users of the 
project/intervention.  It is the responsibility of the promoter to provide confirmation that there 
is either a no state aid position, or a compliant position has been established. Promoters are 
advised to seek independent legal advice where necessary. 
 

10. The Accountable Body does not give State Aid advice. Note that it is not sufficient to provide 
external advice on State Aid as evidence, you will need to demonstrate an appropriate 
operational model that closely follows the advice. Full Business Cases (FBCs) will be held, 
as opposed to conditionally approved, where no agreed State Aid position is reached prior to 
FBC coming forward. 
 

11. There are four tests of State Aid which should be applied. If your answer to all four of the 
following questions is “yes”, your assistance is almost certainly State Aid. If several of your 
answers are “yes” or if you are unsure, seek independent legal advice. For guidance, please 
refer to the State Aid: the basics note issued by BIS (Jul 2015), also available at Appendix B. 

1. Is the assistance granted by the state or through 
state resources? 
 

• “Granted by the State” means by any public or 
private body controlled by the state (which, in the 
UK, means national or local Government). 
• “State resources” is broad: any measure with an 
impact on the state budget or where the state has 
significant control are included, for example, tax 
exemptions, Lottery funding and the EU structural 
Funds. 
 

2. Does the assistance give an advantage to one or 
more undertakings over others? 
 

• An “undertaking” is any organisation engaged in 
economic activity. 
- This is about activity rather than legal form, so 
non-profit organisations, charities and public 
bodies can all be undertakings, depending on the 
activities they are involved in. 
- An undertaking can also include operators and 
‘middlemen’ if they benefit from the funding. 
• “Economic activity” means putting goods or 
services on a market. It is not necessary to make a 
profit to be engaged in economic activity: if others 
in the market offer the same good or service, it is 
an economic activity. 
Support to an organisation engaged in a non-
economic activity isn’t State aid, e.g. support to 
individuals through the social security system is not 
state aid. 
• An “advantage” can take many forms: not just a 
grant, loan or tax break, but also use of a state 
asset for free or at less than market price. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/state-aid-the-basics


 

Essentially, it is something an undertaking could 
not get in the normal course of business. 
 

3. Does the assistance distort or have the potential 
to distort competition? 
 

• If the assistance strengthens the recipient relative 
to its competitors then the answer is likely to be 
“yes”. 
• The “potential to distort competition” does not 
have to be substantial or significant: may include 
relatively small amounts of financial support to 
firms with modest market share. 
 

4. Does the assistance affect trade between 
Member States 
 

The interpretation of this is broad: it is enough that 
a product or service is tradable between Member 
States, even if the recipient does not itself export to 
other EU Markets. 

 

DO’S AND DON’TS GUIDE FOR STATE AID 
Topic Do Don’t 
Scheme objectives 
(economic/non-
economic activities) 

Consider State Aid implications early on 
– it will help you to develop a deliverable 
scheme  

Seek independent legal advice on State 
Aid early on. 

Take a risk based approach 

Leave it as a last point of 
consideration, as it will be hard to 
address/ retrofit to developed 
scheme 

Assume it doesn’t apply because the 
promoter is not a profit making 
business. 

Assume that risks do not exist – if 
you do not know what risks you are 
taking, you cannot assess them as 
being non-existent. 

State Aid position Provide confirmation that there is either 
a ‘no aid’ position, or that a compliant 
position has been established. 

Be vague, ambiguous, contradictory 
in relation to the State Aid position 

State Aid treatment Describe the treatment of State Aid with 
reference to relevant State Aid guidance 
and/or case law and how the delivery 
body will ensure continued compliance 
for the lifetime of the project 

Provide clear justification for the chosen 
State Aid treatment applied 

Keep record of evidence of compliance 
with State Aid treatment 

Merely provide external advice on 
State Aid as evidence 

Look to work around it 

Delivery Model Demonstrate an appropriate operational 
model that adheres to the requirements 
of the treatment applied. 

Assume it is a paper exercise 



 

ECONOMIC CASE 
12. The vast majority of the schemes in the programme are infrastructure biased and involve a 

range of scheme types including park and ride, highway works, flood defence along with 
some building projects that will be funded via one of the funding streams. Many will be major 
schemes in excess of £10m capital. 

 
13. To date, applicants have taken a variety of approaches to quantifying the economic benefit 

that each scheme will deliver, including the traditional Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) approach 
which is generally used for projects funded by the Department for Transport. In other cases, 
a broad analysis of the benefit is being derived. It should be noted that transport schemes 
with more than £5m of funding through the LGF are required to follow specific procedures 
including DfT major schemes guidance (see guidance here). 
 

14. In relation to small scale transport schemes focussed on unlocking sites or improving 
connectivity more generally, it is recognized that there are challenges with linking back 
infrastructure with jobs and GVA creation. However, applicants are required to set out their 
assumptions and methodology in the economic case for investment. It is important for the 
WE LEP to demonstrate the value of the investment and economic benefit derived in order 
to meet requirements within the current Growth Deal and secure future funding. 
 

15. Guidance is available for applicants to help determine the level of detail and rigour required 
in the Outline Business Case (OBC) economic case to bring forward a strong and consistent 
Full Business Case (FBC), as follows:  

 

DO’S AND DON’TS GUIDE FOR THE ECONOMIC CASE 
Do Don’t 
Undertake proportionate economic appraisal in 
relation to cost and complexity of the scheme 

Overestimate the benefits in the OBC submission 
which may be difficult to later evidence at FBC 

Clearly state assumptions and provide calculations 
of how benefits are derived, particularly job 
numbers and GVA  

Claim the same return on investment/ forecast 
outputs for multiple phases of a scheme, or other 
projects within an area 

Provide evidence to support claims ie. Sense check 
impacts against existing body of evidence, include 
reference to source of information 

Claim impact for everything in relation to jobs/GVA 
forecast in EA’s and EZ 

Consider both direct and indirect jobs as a result of 
‘unlocking’ a mix of development, be specific about 
the direct and indirect impacts 

Provide a broad brush analysis of the economic 
and wider benefits 

Provide a profile of jobs (direct and indirect) created 
by year, post construction 

 

Provide qualitative assessment/narrative where 
costs or benefits cannot be quantified drawing on 
case studies where available 

 

http://www.westofenglandlep.co.uk/assets/files/Joint%20Transport%20Board/WoE%20LTB%20Assurance%20Framework%20December%202014.pdf


 

Show sites (ie geographical area) of impact and 
demonstrate that these have not been claimed 
previously or elsewhere 

 

Clarify if any outputs are to be shared with other 
projects and the basis for attribution 

 

Clearly state timescales over which scheme 
benefits are to be counted 

 

Build on information provided at OBC stage when 
completing the FBC economic case 

 

Contact the LEP Office to discuss issues or 
proposed approach 

 

 

VALUE FOR MONEY STATEMENT 
16. Value for money will be considered as part of business case approval, which will include job 

creation, GVA impact and other specific outcomes delivered, and the suitability of the 
intervention and its effectiveness, for the funds invested. This should be clearly set out in the 
Economic Case within the FBC and signed off by the organisation’s s151 Officer/Chief 
Finance Officer and will be considered as part of the independent review. 
 

17. All schemes should clearly set out the benefits delivered in proportion to the total cost of the 
investment in the form of a Value for Money Statement. This should cross reference with the 
assessment of benefits as stated above and clearly set out assumptions. 
 

Total project cost  
Grant sought (EDF/LGF/RIF)  
Net Quantified Benefits Jobs, GVA 
VfM indicator* Cost per job; GVA per £ spent 

* Benefit compared to total cost including match funding 
Note: 

• Jobs (net direct, excluding construction jobs) 
• GVA (net, specify timescale) 

 
For further guidance please refer to The Green Book – Appraisal and Evaluation in Central 
Government, specifically pages 20 -23. 
[https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green
_book_complete.pdf]  
 
Transport schemes over £5m 

18. The VfM assessment of major transport schemes (over £5m) should be undertaken through 
an appraisal that is consistent with the Department for Transport’s WebTAG guidance.  
A Value for Money (VfM) statement, in line with current DfT guidance, should provide a 
summary of the conclusions from the VfM assessment. The statement should provide a 
concise summary of the economic, social, environmental and public account impacts of the 
intervention. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green_book_complete.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green_book_complete.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green_book_complete.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green_book_complete.pdf


 

Further DfT guidance on VfM is available in the Value for Money Assessment: Advice Note 
for Local Transport Decision Makers (Dec 2013) Report 

 

IMPACT GUIDANCE NOTE FOR INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 
19. Following a workshop in October 2015 with scheme promoters, this guidance note has been 

commissioned by the WE LEP for use by applicants seeking funding support for 
infrastructure projects. This guidance is aimed at infrastructure developments that have a 
significant construction phase. It provides applicants with robust benchmarks and promotes 
consistency and comparability between applications and project options. 
 

20. The guidance focuses on four main elements of project development: 
i). The short term direct & indirect impact on an economy whilst the infrastructure 

capacity is being constructed; 
ii). The longer term indirect impact when the new facilities provide economic benefits to 

businesses, residents and other organisations; 
iii). A structured qualitative assessment of the wider benefits of investment and how they 

might contribute to the LEP’s overall objectives; 
iv). The need to establish monitoring data requirements that will yield consistent and 

reliable evidence for the evaluation of outcomes.  
 

21. Please see Appendix C for the workshop presentation and Appendix D for the full report. 

 

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/267296/vfm-advice-local-decision-makers.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/267296/vfm-advice-local-decision-makers.pdf


 

MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
22. A number of scheme promoters raised a desire to see further guidance and support for 

monitoring and evaluation resulting in the commission of ERS and focused workshops on 
monitoring and evaluation. 
 

23. Based on the monitoring and evaluation approach set out by ERS, there is now a better 
understanding of the key requirements  which individual scheme monitoring and evaluation 
plans need to include  before a Full Business Case is submitted for approval. To aid this 
process, more focused feedback will be provided to promoters in developing robust and 
relevant scheme monitoring and evaluation plans. 
 

24. The monitoring and evaluation plan is a self-standing document and cross referencing 
sections of the FBC in the monitoring and evaluation plan is proposed as a means to keep 
the plan focussed and readable. 
 

25. It is important that promoters submit clearly defined and well-articulated scheme outputs and 
benefits, to support the Investment Board with recommendations for business case approval. 
Scheme outputs and benefits should be robustly monitored with a clear evaluation plan as 
this requirement is captured in the issue of any Grant Offer Letter.  
 

26. To avoid overstating the outcomes and impacts of the scheme at the outset, it is advised that 
promoters think about the project from the end point (e.g. monitoring and evaluation) and 
work the thinking back. Any claims of scheme benefits will need to be evidenced through 
monitoring, and this will form part of any contractual agreement with the WE LEP in relation 
to grant funding. As such, it is suggested that promoters start with the Logic Model to clearly 
set out the scope of the scheme/investment, identify the objectives and anticipated 
outcomes/impacts. Using the same Logic Model framework will enable prioritizing efforts on 
identifying and monitoring direct outcomes. 
 

27. Monitoring and evaluation plans will be included in contract documents with the WE LEP, 
therefore it is important for promoters to consider at an early stage the resources required to 
deliver evaluation. 
 

28. Having in place robust monitoring and evaluation plans will assist the WE LEP in meeting 
Growth Deal reporting requirements to government and with the realisation of programme 
outputs and benefits. In the long term, evaluations will be fed back into future funding 
decisions. Projects are required to provide a short summary of their post scheme evaluation 
report for publication. 

DO’S AND DON’TS FOR MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
Topic Do Don’t 

Scheme objectives Identify quantifiable, measurable targets 
that are directly relevant to the project 
investment. 

Be vague or only include wider 
outcomes that are not directly 
attributable to the investment. 

Logic Chain Process Demonstrate clear linkages between the 
stages: context rationale, inputs, 

Confuse outputs and outcomes.  
Make big assumptions without 



 

activities, outputs, outcomes and 
impacts. 
Alter the structure of the logic chain so 
that it more closely reflects the project 
structure. 

stating what they are.  

Outcomes Distinguish between direct and indirect 
outcomes. 
Identify the scale and scope of 
outcomes to be achieved. 
Consider the strength of the link 
between project and outcomes. 

Focus on outcomes not attributable 
to the investment. 

Data collection Consider wider research activities, 
where appropriate, primary surveys, etc. 

Collect data that does not have a 
clear relevance and purpose. 

Budget and resource 
allocation 

Allocate an evaluation budget. 

Consider external evaluation, for 
independent results. 

 

Beneficiaries Know who your beneficiaries are and 
decide whether they are contactable.   

Underestimate the benefits of 
primary research with beneficiaries.  

Stakeholder and 
Partners 

Involve project partners in the evaluation 
process.  

 

Dissemination Publish your evaluation.  
Provide a short summary 

Expect people to read a long report. 

 

MONITORING AND EVALUATION INFORMATION SOURCES 
29. Please see Appendix E for the ERS workshop presentations and Appendix F for the 

monitoring and evaluation approach set out by ERS to assist promoters with developing 
proportionate but robust scheme monitoring and evaluation plans. 
 

30. The Bristol Research Network (https://bristolresearchnetwork.wordpress.com/) is a potential 
data source, as is the SW RDA national archives website for examples of evaluations. 
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20111108142835/http:/www.southwestrda.org.uk/
about_us/our_performance/evaluation/business.aspx). 

  

https://bristolresearchnetwork.wordpress.com/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20111108142835/http:/www.southwestrda.org.uk/about_us/our_performance/evaluation/business.aspx
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20111108142835/http:/www.southwestrda.org.uk/about_us/our_performance/evaluation/business.aspx


 

OUTLINE BUSINESS CASE APPRAISAL 
31. As a guide, Independent Reviewers undertaking an OBC appraisal will have the following 

key considerations in mind: 

Key 
considerations 

Description 

Rationale and 
compliance 

Initial assessment of any potential state aid implications.  
Is there a robust and clear market demand justification for the project? Is the 
demand evidenced? 
Is there a clear rationale/ need/ market failure for investment? 

Strategic Case Does the proposal provide strong strategic fit with the SEP and other policies 
and plans, for example, does it provide clear articulation of how the project 
contributes to one or more priority sectors/ areas? 

Intervention and 
Logic Model 

Has a robust and impartial options analysis been undertaken? Is there a clear 
justification for the selected option?  
Is the proposal sufficiently developed and clear in terms of scope, objectives, 
phase(s) and delivery approach?  
Does the Logic Model reflect the scheme description and accurately capture 
the relationship between the project investments (inputs), the activities and 
outputs funded, and how they are predicted to generate the anticipated 
outcomes and impacts? 

Economic Case Appraisal of whether the scheme delivers value for money and additionality: 
 
Jobs created and GVA impact of the project: assess cost per job created or 
GVA Return on Investment (RoI) and the value of the jobs created; does it 
deliver a good net additional GVA per pound invested? Has evidence been 
provided to support stated employment and GVA growth? 
 
Additionality: assess the impact of investment on the speed or scale of 
delivery of economic benefits; and the extent to which the investment will 
relocate or impact upon economic activity from other areas. 
 
Wider economic impacts: will the project help to unlock other development 
sites or economic activity? Will it support a particular sector of the economy? 
Are key measurable benefits and impacts of the project identified and are 
these robustly evidenced and justified? 
 
Other impacts: will the scheme deliver other wider benefits? 

Financial Case Review of initial project costs, scale of the total investment required and 
ability to lever other funding, particularly private match. Has other funding 
been secured, or is it in early stage discussions? 
To what extent are the project’s benefits being realised with private sector 
investment? 
Consider capital/revenue split, how will the revenue element(s) be funded? 
Consider the level of financial risk associated with the scheme.  

Deliverability Delivery timetable: to what extent can the project be delivered in phases; 
what are the benefits and cost effectiveness that can be achieved from 
scaling up or down? Are stated delivery milestones appropriate and 
achievable?  
 
Dependencies: assess the extent to which planning permissions and other 
legal consents are in place or achievable as planned; procurement approach. 
Are there any potential barriers and constraints? eg. land ownership issues, 
legal, etc. What is the capacity and capability of the organisation to deliver 
the project as described? Are there resources (e.g. staff) in place/committed 
to further develop the proposal? 



 

 
Risks: Have project sponsors outlined the main project risks and provided 
detail on how risks will be managed and/or mitigated? 
 
State of readiness: to what level of detail/information has the scheme 
progressed?  
 
To what extent is the project developed and planned?  
What is the impact of the above on delivery confidence? 

Fit within funding 
programme 

State of readiness, cost and flexibility of scheme to take advantage of funding 
opportunities as they arise (e.g. when can the project be delivered fully at the 
earliest if funding were to be allocated now?) 

  



 

FULL BUSINESS CASE APPRAISAL 
32. As a guide, Independent Reviewers undertaking an FBC appraisal will have the following 

key considerations in mind: 

Key 
considerations 

Description 

Rationale and 
compliance 

. Does the proposal provide confirmation that there is either a no state aid 
position, or that a compliant position has been established? Has independent 
legal advice on State Aid been sought and has this been interpreted into an 
appropriate operational model that closely follows the advice?  

.  
Is there a robust and clear market demand justification for the project? Is the 
demand evidenced? 
Is there a clear rationale/ need/ market failure for investment? 

Strategic Case Does the proposal re-affirm strong strategic fit with the SEP and other 
policies and plans, for example, provides clear articulation of how the project 
contributes to one or more priority sectors/areas? 

Economic Case Appraisal of whether the scheme delivers value for money and additionality: 
 
Extent to which the stated outcomes and benefits have evolved consistently 
from OBC stage. 
 
Jobs created and GVA impact of the project: assess cost per job created or 
GVA Return on Investment (RoI) and the value of the jobs created; does it 
deliver a good net additional GVA per pound invested? Are NPV calculations 
robust? Assess evidence to support employment and GVA growth (e.g. 
sense check impacts against existing body of evidence, including reference 
to source of information). Are assumptions around outcomes/impacts clearly 
stated?  
 
Attribution and additionality: assess the impact of investment on the speed or 
scale of delivery of economic benefits; and the extent to which the investment 
will relocate or impact upon economic activity from other areas. Are 
assumptions underpinning gross to net conversions (e.g. jobs, GVA) robust 
and justified? To what extent are the outcomes and impacts attributable to 
the scheme and are there any interdependencies with other phases/ 
schemes? 
 
Wider economic impacts: will the project help to unlock other development 
sites or economic activity? Will it support a particular sector of the economy? 
Are key measurable benefits and impacts of the project identified and are 
these robustly evidenced and justified?  
 
Other impacts: will the scheme deliver other wider benefits? 

Financial Case Review of project costs, scale of the total investment required and ability to 
lever other funding, particularly private match. Has other funding been 
secured? 
To what extent are the project’s benefits being realised with private sector 
investment? 
Consider capital/revenue split, how will the revenue element(s) be funded? 
Are mechanisms in place to generate revenue for the operation of the 
infrastructure? 
Consider the level of financial risk associated with the scheme and the risk 
owner.  
Has FBC been signed off by Chief Finance/S151 Officer? 

Deliverability Delivery timetable: Are stated delivery milestones appropriate and 



 

achievable? Is the detailed project plan credible alongside the spend profile? 
Does the project plan provide sensible management stages and provide 
sufficient timescales for the tasks identified?  
 
Dependencies: assess the extent to which planning permissions and other 
legal consents are in place, consider progress made with relation to potential 
barriers and constraints eg. land ownership issues, legal, etc. Is the stated 
procurement approach valid and does it ensure value for money?  What is 
the capacity and capability of the organisation to deliver the project as 
described?  
 
Risks: has a detailed project risk assessment been undertaken including how 
risks will be managed and/or mitigated? Is the risk register up-to-date and 
relevant to current delivery stage? 
 
State of readiness: to what level of detail/information has the scheme 
progressed? Are there any outstanding issues/concerns particularly with 
regards to deliverability and funding? 

Monitoring and 
Evaluation 

What is the budget allocation for monitoring and evaluation activities, is this 
secured or committed? What specific activities does the budget pay for?  
Are delivery partners involved in the implementation of the monitoring and 
evaluation plan (ie. steering group)? Are plans sufficiently robust to enable 
impartiality and quality of evaluation? 
 
If using secondary data sources as part of monitoring, does this capture 
direct/relevant outcomes/impacts of the scheme to enable meaningful 
evaluation? 
 
Are identified metrics measurable (e.g. SMART)? 
 
Does the Logic Model effectively frame the scope of investment and therefore 
the evaluation? 
 
Will baseline activities be undertaken at an appropriate time? 

 

FURTHER DETAILS 
If you require word version of the templates please contact the Local Enterprise Partnership 
Office:  

Pete Davis 
West of England Local Enterprise Partnership 
Engine Shed, Station Approach, Temple Meads, Bristol, BS1 6QH 
t. 0117 903 6867 e. pete.davis@westofengland.org       
  

mailto:pete.davis@westofengland.org
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Monitoring for Evaluation 
Workshop (Part 1) 


 


8th March 2016 
Engine Shed 







West of England LEP  
 
Monitoring Workshop 


Kate Vittle (ERS) 
Paul Cornick (ERS) 
 
 







Introduction  


Objectives of our work 
• Provide feedback (e.g. gaps and suggest improvements) on 


proposed monitoring & evaluation plans 
• Suggest improvements to the guidance and templates 
• Recommendations on the WE LEP Growth Deal approach  
• Workshop for Growth Deal scheme staff and LEP 


  







About ERS 


 
• Established in 1994 
• Evaluation specialists 
• Clients: Local Authorities, Central Government, RDAs & LEPs 


  


Monitoring & 
Evaluation 


Prove Improve 







ERS Work to Date 
• Reviewed M&E documentation for 11 Schemes 


• Full Business Case M&E Plan  
• Objectives and data collection methods  


• Growth Deal M&E Plan 
• Milestones, Logic Model, agreed metrics 


 
 
 
 


• Findings  
• Strong foundation for further work   
• Consistency and agreeing sign off  
• Emerging themes 


Schemes: How was it filling them in? How could the process 
be improved?  


WE LEP Perspective: Were the M&E plans as expected?  







Workshops: Overview 


Monitoring issues to consider:  
• Scope and purpose 
• Logic Chains 
• SMART outcomes 
• Baseline indicators and purpose  
• Monitoring Plans 
 
Evaluation 
• Additionality 
• Approaches: primary & secondary data 
• Impact assessment 
• Planning for evaluation 


 
 


 
 


 







M&E: Scope and Purpose 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


WE LEP Perspective: Commitments and requirements 


Schemes: What does monitoring and evaluation mean to 
you?  







Monitoring and Evaluation: Importance 


• Focus project and activities 
• Check progress 


• Are targets going to be met?  
• Develop lessons for future delivery (internal and external) 


• Strengths 
• Weaknesses 


• Capture Impacts 
• Economic  
• Social 
• Strategic 


• Stakeholder engagement 
• Funding 


 
 


 







Monitoring and Evaluation: Definition 


• Monitoring FOR evaluation 
• Reporting and evidence that spend and outputs are delivered 


against targets 
• Ongoing data collection to allow for continuous tracking of 


project aims and outcomes/impact 
 


• Evaluation 
• 3 E’s: efficient, effective, economical 
• Lessons learned 
• Measures outcomes and impacts: economic, social, strategic 
• Examines the counterfactual 
• Stakeholder and partner feedback 
• Examines value and return on investment 


 
 
 


 







Monitoring and Evaluation: Principles  


• No ‘one size fits all’ approach 
 


• Exact approach to be developed with LEP based on: Project type, 
size, expected impacts  


 


• Robust but proportionate approach 
 
 


• Key tools that can help:  
• Logic Model 
• SMART objectives and outcomes 
• Baseline 
• Attribution and additionality 


 
 


WE LEP Perspective: Growth Deal principles for evaluation? 







Inputs 


Logic Model - Overview 


Context & Rationale 


Impact Outputs Activities Outcomes 


Schemes: What do you think of the Logic Model as a tool?  







Logic Model - Structure 


Capital 
Inputs 


Context & Rationale 


Impact 


Capital 
Outputs 


Capital 
Activities 


Outcomes 


Revenue 
Inputs 


Revenue 
Outputs 


Revenue 
Activities 







           Assumptions 
Inputs 


Logic Model - Structure 


Context & Rationale 


Impact Activities Outcomes 


Inputs 


Context & Rationale 


Activities 


Impact Activities 


Activities Outcomes 


Outputs 


Outputs 


Outputs 


Outputs 


Outcomes 


Outcomes 







Logic Models 


 
 


 
  


 
 


Schemes: How do you find the process of describing the 
connections between each step in the logic model?  Would it 


be appropriate to adapt the structure in your programme?  







Logic Models 


 
 


 
  


• Successful logic modes:  
• Effective way to describe the investment on one page 
• Clear connections between each step (no ‘big leaps’)  
• Stated assumptions between the investment and the 


predicted outcomes and impacts 
• Reflects the programme/project scope i.e. all the activities 


covered by the investment 
• Utilises metrics and SMART measures to define scale 
 


 







Outputs, Outcomes & Impacts  


• Outputs: a measure of activity (e.g. workshops, infrastructure) 
• Outcomes: the change created (i.e. skills, new product, journey 


times, productivity)  
• Impacts: the longer term consequences (i.e. business growth, 


employment, reputation)   
Output Outcomes & Impacts 


Supporting 70-75 businesses 


Pedestrian and cyclist access to 
employment and retail facilities 
Economic benefits to Bristol and SW 
England visitor economy. 


Create 1530sqm Flagship Facility 


Modal shift resulting in reducing 
traffic pressures on key corridors 







SMART Outcomes & Impacts 


• Specific 
• Measureable 
• Attainable 
• Relevant  
• Time Specific 


 
 


 
 
 


 
  


Outcome: World-class research  
Indicator: publication in specified 
journals, REF, university rankings 


Schemes: In relation to your scheme, how easily can you 
differentiate between outputs, outcomes and impacts? 







Break 


Schemes: Any questions?  


• After the break:  
• Baselines  
• M&E Plans 
• Attribution and additionality  


 
 
 


 


 
  







Baseline 


Schemes: What progress have you made so far in creating 
your baseline? Experiences of producing a baseline of 


planned activities. 







Baseline Evidence 


 
 


 
 


 
  


Context and Rationale 
• Strategic and policy context: link to local and national strategy and policy 
• Market failure rationale: externalities, imperfect information, public good or market power. Equality.     


Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes (Results) Impacts 


Planned: 
 
Funding 
profile  
 
Match 
funding 
sources  
 
In-kind   
 
Capital & 
revenue split  
 


Planned:  
 
Timetable 
and 
Milestones 
 
 


Output targets 
 
Narrative on 
quality and/or 
characteristics e.g. 
% sector or 
geography  
 
Existing provision 
(internet 
connection 
capacity, facilities, 
routes) 
 
Photos, maps, 
aerial photos 


Evidence to mirror SMART 
outcomes.  
 
 Survey findings: 


(attitudes, behaviour, 
perceptions) 


 Quantitative Data: 
journey times,  
frequencies  


 Qualitative: Statements 
of key influencers or 
stakeholders 


 Literature/best practice  


 
 
 
 Current economic 


performance of 
sector or 
geography (or 
businesses if 
appropriate) 


 


 Ex ante economic 
impact assessment  


 
 
 







Baseline 


Schemes: How does your baseline align with your logic 
model? 







Monitoring Plan 
As in the Growth Deal M&E Plan Template: 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Planning for evaluation    


Metric 
(inc. Target) Unit  Frequency Source  


(& Responsibility) Baseline Reporting 
to? 


Inputs … 


Outputs … 


Outcomes… 


Schemes: Consider whether planned data collection activities are 
robust and relevant.  


Impact Method 


Surveys Beneficiaries Contact details Support they received When  


Consultations Stakeholders Contact details  Their role When, why 







Attribution & Additionality 


• To go from GROSS to NET impacts 
• Identifies impacts that occur in the study area and that can be 


attributed to the project.  
• Project not judged in isolation but in context of local economy 
• Additionality Factors 


• Deadweight – The Counterfactual  
• Leakage – Impacts arising outside the study area 
• Displacement – How other businesses are effected  
• Substitution – ‘Exploiting’ public funding 
• Multiplier – Indirect (Supply chain) & Induced (Income) effects 


• Assessed as part of evaluation 
 
 
 


 
  







Additional Resources  
• Government Guidance 


• Growth Deal Evaluation Plan Guidance (for LEPs) 
• HM Treasury - Green Book and Magenta Book 
• HCA Additionality Guide: Principles and Measurement 
• Impact e.g. WebTAG Transport Analysis, IEF and IEF+ 
• DfT – M&E guide for Local Authority major schemes 
• Dft – LSTF M&E Framework 


• RDA Websites: http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/webarchive/regional-
development-agencies.htm  


• EU Guidance: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/evaluations/guidance/ 


• BIG Lottery: https://www.biglotteryfund.org.uk/research/making-the-most-of-
funding/impact-and-outcomes  


• UK Evaluation Society: www.evaluation.org.uk   



http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/webarchive/regional-development-agencies.htm

http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/webarchive/regional-development-agencies.htm

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/evaluations/guidance/

https://www.biglotteryfund.org.uk/research/making-the-most-of-funding/impact-and-outcomes

https://www.biglotteryfund.org.uk/research/making-the-most-of-funding/impact-and-outcomes

http://www.evaluation.org.uk/





Wrap up  


Schemes: Questions at this stage?  
What do you perceive the challenges to be?  







Contacts 


 
Kate Vittle           Paul Cornick 
ERS Ltd            ERS Ltd 
30 Queen Square          Floor B Milburn House 
Bristol            Dean Street    
BS1 4ND            Newcastle upon Tyne 
             NE1 1LE 
 
KVittle@ers.org.uk         PCornick@ers.org.uk 
0117 375 1221          0191 337 1153 



mailto:PCornick@ers.org.uk
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Introduction  


Recap of Workshop 1 
• Scope & Purpose of M&E 


• Monitoring: progress against targets, outcomes 
• Evaluation: achievement of objectives, identifying impacts, 


attribution to investment and lessons learned.   
    


• Logic Chains 
• No big leaps between stages, different structures 
• Frame the scope of investment and thus the evaluation  


 


• SMART Objectives & Outcomes 
• Creating a Baseline 
• Attribution and additionality  







Workshop 2: Overview 


 
Evaluation 
• Why evaluate?  
• Key evaluation questions 
• Types of evaluation  
• Resourcing evaluation 
• Audiences  
• Research Methods 
• Quality assurance 
• Dissemination   


 
 


 
 


 







Why Evaluate?  


• Prove  
• Ascertain whether the project has met stated objectives  
• Determine the overall impact and additionality 


 


• Improve  
• Identify operational lessons to improve process and 


practice, e.g. what went well, less well and why?  
• Inform strategic decision-making e.g. value for money 


and efficiency.     
 


 







Core Evaluation Questions 


 


• Have objectives and targets been met?  


• Considering economic, strategic and qualitative effects, what 
outputs, outcomes and impacts have been achieved? 


• To what extent are impacts net additional or attributable to 
the project?   


• What lessons have been learned about programme delivery, 
considering: stakeholder, partner and beneficiary feedback?  


• Has the project demonstrated value for money?  


 


 


 
 


 







Types of Evaluation 


• Process Evaluation: a review of delivery mechanisms and 
lessons learned  
 


• Outcome Evaluation: what measureable change has been 
created by the project?   
 


• Theoretical Evaluation: using literature and previous research 
to establish the potential longer term impact 
 


• Impact Evaluation: evidence based, examining what has been 
achieved (outcomes) and whether the intervention was 
responsible (attribution)   
 
 


 
 
 


 







Audiences 


• Identify your audiences and evaluation stakeholders: 
• Who are they?  
• What are their needs?  


 
 


 
 


 


Schemes: Who are the audiences for your Scheme 
evaluation? 


WE LEP: Who are the audiences at a programme level? 







Steering Group 


 
Consider establishing a Steering Group for the evaluation:  


• Project manager 
• Partners / delivery organisations 
• Funder  
• Evaluator  
 


Remit:  
• Defining the evaluation scope / research questions 
• Signing off the methodology (whether internal or external) 
• Commenting on drafts and signing off reports/outputs  


 







Resourcing 


 
 


 
  


• Internal  
 Can it be truly impartial? 
 Experience of evaluation research?  
 Staff costs only   
 Comprehensive existing knowledge of the Scheme  


 
• External 


 Cost 
 Commissioning and contract management process  
 Experience of complex evaluation of impacts 
 Impartiality   


 
Schemes: Reflections on the approaches you have planned?  







Break 


Schemes: Any questions?  


 
 


 


 
  







Inputs 


Choosing Research Methods 


Context & Rationale 


Impact Outputs Activities Outcomes 







Primary Research Methods 


 
 


 
  


 
 


e.g. beneficiary surveys, interviews, observation data, workshops 
• Appropriate when it is viable to reach the project 


beneficiaries 
• Important to determine attribution of outcomes to the 


project investment  
 


 Can be difficult to reach beneficiaries 
 Time consuming and can require careful planning  
 Provides robust data about impact 
 Feedback direct from those affected by the programme 


 
 


 


Schemes: Do you have primary research planned?  







Secondary Research Methods 


 
 


 
  


 
 
• e.g. ONS data, national research studies, previous evaluation  


• Appropriate and valuable to examine longer term data 
trends 


• Not able to make an assessment of attribution of impact to 
the project using secondary data only. 
 
 Does not provide info about attribution to investment 
 Need to ensure data is relevant and robust 
 Wealth and variety of information available 
 Potentially less time consuming  


 
 
 


 







Project Example: Innovation  


Context and Rationale 


Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes (Results) Impacts 


Total 
Investment  
 
WE LEP 
Funding 
 
Match 
funding 
sources  
 
In-kind   
 


Innovation 
centre:  
 
Capital 
equipment 
and revenue  
programme 
 


Facilities 
developed  
 
Collaborative 
R&D projects 
(business and 
knowledge 
base)  
 
Events held 


 
Technological 
advancements (progress 
through ‘technology 
readiness levels’)  
 
# new products and services 
# new patents  
# journal / conference 
papers 
 
  
  


 
 
 
 
 
Net additional jobs 
and GVA  
 
Reputation 
(international 
standing)  
 
 







Project Example: Innovation  


Document & Data Review:  


- Socio-economic context 


- Market failure rationale  


- Project targets & 
achieved   


Consultations Stakeholders 
& Project Partners:  


- Strategic fit 


- Lessons learned  


- Leadership, engagement 
& networks 


Survey of Business 
Beneficiaries & Researchers:  


- Satisfaction 


- Business benefits 


- Research (i.e. papers)  


- Impacts & additionality 


Analysis:  


- Net additional jobs and 
GVA, to date and future 


potential 


- Value for money 


- Lessons learned  







Project Example: Skills  


Context and Rationale 


Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes (Results) Impacts 


Total 
Investment  
 
WE LEP 
Funding 
 
Match 
funding 
sources  
 
In-kind   
 


Skills facility 
 
Training 
Provision  


Facilities 
developed  
 
Learners 
 
Qualifications 
achieved  


Knowledge, skills and 
confidence. (Participants 
report increased…)  
 
Address skills shortages 
(Sector businesses report 
reduction in hard to fill 
vacancies)   
 


 
 
 
 
 
(Skilled) employment  
 
Earnings 
 
 
 
 







Project Example: Skills  


Document & Data Review:  


- Socio-economic context 


- Skills gaps / evidence  


- Project targets & 
achieved: qualifications 


Consultations Stakeholders, 
Partners & Sector:  


- Strategic fit 


- Lessons learned  


- Leadership, engagement 
& networks 


Survey of Learners:  


- Increased skills, 
knowledge, confidence 


- Employment outcomes 


Analysis:  


- Earnings 


- Skills demand 


- Lessons learned  







Evaluation Quality Assurance 


 
 
 


 
  


Evaluation Quality Checklist 
Criteria Key questions 


Key 
evaluation 
questions 


• Have the essential characteristics of the project been well described? Including the type of intervention, the level of funding, the 
method of delivery and the geographical scope and the rationale for investment.  


• Have both the planned and achieved project: investment, activities, outputs and outcomes been clearly articulated (i.e. within a logic 
model / theory of change)?  


• Does the evaluation consider achievement against project objectives? 
• Has the evaluation reviewed the contribution that the investment made towards Growth Deal objectives? 
• Has additionality been assessed, and impacts quantified at net additional?  
• What lessons can be learned and applied? What went well, less well and why? Lessons should be illustrated using examples of good 


practice and challenges. 


Research 
Design 


• Is the methodology and data appropriate for answering the evaluation questions? 
• Does the evaluation report describe the methodology used and the sources of data? Are the limits of the methods and data 


described? 
• Has data been used appropriately? Have the available sources of information been identified and the reliability of the data checked? 
• Were the techniques used to collect the chosen data objective, complete and suitable for answering the evaluative questions? 
• Was the mixture of qualitative and quantitative data appropriate for a valid analysis of the impacts? 


Findings & 
analysis 


• Is data clearly presented with sources referenced and response rates included?  
• Does analysis (e.g. descriptive statistics, tables, graphs etc.) use data appropriately? 
• Does the data sample make it possible to generalise the findings to the whole population (i.e. is the sample valid)? 
• Does the evaluation interpret the findings? I.e. what does the data tell us about the effectiveness of delivery, and the outcomes and 


impact of the investment?  


Sound 
conclusions 


• Are conclusions presented in a fair and balanced way? 
• Are conclusions evidence based?  
• Are appropriate benchmarks or other criteria used in making conclusions? 
• Are recommendations sufficiently clear so that they can be implemented? 







Dissemination 


Reporting 
• Clear language: plain English  
• Concise: consider a page limit 
• Conclusions: robust and fair   
• Executive Summary: approx. 2 to 6 pages 
• Infographics 


 
Dissemination 
• Circulate to partners and stakeholder 
• Presentation of report to appropriate audience  
• Publication  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
  







Summary 


• What are the evaluation questions? What do you want to find 
out?  


• What resources are available?  Is this sufficient and 
proportionate? 


• Who are your stakeholders and audience? What do they need? 
• Are your beneficiaries accessible?  Would a ‘theoretical’ 


approach be more appropriate whilst remaining relevant?  
• Will impacts have come to fruition yet? 
• How will additionality and attribution be assessed?  
• How will you ensure the evaluation is of good quality?   
• How will findings be disseminated?  


 
 
 


 
  







Wrap up  


Schemes: Questions at this stage?  
What do you perceive the challenges to be?  







Contacts 


 
Kate Vittle           Paul Cornick 
ERS Ltd            ERS Ltd 
30 Queen Square          Floor B Milburn House 
Bristol            Dean Street    
BS1 4ND            Newcastle upon Tyne 
             NE1 1LE 
 
KVittle@ers.org.uk         PCornick@ers.org.uk 
0117 375 1221          0191 337 1153 



mailto:PCornick@ers.org.uk
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INTRODUCTION 


1.1 This note outlines the key issues emerging from a review of documentation relating to West of 


England Growth Deal and Economic Development Fund projects and supports the Workshops being 
carried out in March.   


1.2 Generally speaking, promoters have made a clear effort towards building monitoring and evaluation 
into their work, above and beyond contract reporting. These efforts represent a strong first stage 
upon which to develop future evaluation activities. Key thoughts relating to the suggested 


evaluation activities and potential further steps, are outlined below.  


Monitoring & Evaluation: Approach and Definitions 


1.3 Before outlining the key issues that need to be addressed in evaluation activities it is important to 


first reiterate why evaluation activities are undertaken.  


1.4 All of the projects in question are supported by public funding, either through the Local Growth Fund 
or Economic Development Fund. Given the presence of public money, it is important that all projects 


are subject to comprehensive, but proportionate assessment.  


1.5 As stated in HM Treasury Green Book1, evaluation is to examine the outturn of a project against 


what was expected with the aim of ensuring lessons are fed back into the future decision making 
processes. Therefore, there is more to evaluation than simply monitoring progress against contract 


targets, it is a comprehensive process involving a range of joined up activities designed to answer 
questions relating to the best use of resources. Monitoring throughout the project should also 


support the evaluation processes.  In summary:  


Monitoring  


 Reports evidence to show spend and outputs have been achieved against defined targets 


 Reviews data to track progress against aims and outcomes/impact; 


 Collects data to support interim/final evaluation (i.e. contact details) 


Evaluation 


 Measures outcomes and impacts: economic, social, strategic (and environmental) 


 Examines the counterfactual (what would have happened in the absence of the project?).   


 Makes an assessment of value, or return against project costs  


 Assesses whether the delivery was efficient, effective and economical 


 Identifies lessons that can be learned about impact and delivery  


 


                                                           
1 See: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-
governent  



https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-governent

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-governent
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1.6 Government guidance states that it is usually helpful to create a monitoring and evaluation plan to 


set out the boundaries of the proposed evaluation.  Furthermore, and in line with West of England 
Growth Deal and Economic Development Fund project requirements it is beneficial to create the 
plan at the start of a project.  Broadly the M&E plan should include: 


Monitoring & Evaluation Plan 


 Questions which the evaluation seeks to answer (see evaluation aims above) 
 An overview of the project:  the programme aims, objectives and targets, rationale for 


intervention, the delivery mechanism (programme investment, activities and structure)  
 Proposed evaluation methodology e.g. primary research, secondary data analysis / external 


or internal evaluation 
 Staff and other resources available;  


 Provisional timing and cost; and  
 Who should be consulted? 


 


1.7 The Growth Deal and Economic Development Fund schemes completed two monitoring and 
evaluation plans: one alongside the Full Business Case and a second stand-alone Growth Deal 


Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.  These two M&E plans cover similar ground, however the Growth 
Deal M&E plans was more targeted in the information requested. Table 1.1 provides a comparison 
between the two documents.  


Table 1.1 Comparison of M&E Plans 


Full Business Case M&E Plan Growth Deal M&E Plan 


1. Scheme background and context 


Please provide a short description of the 
scheme, including costs, the delivery timeframe 


and an explanation of the wider delivery 
context; 


2a Description: (indicative 150 words) 


Q1. Please provide a summary of key milestones 
with expected and actual completion dates. 


 


2. Scheme objectives and outcomes  
Please provide a summary of the scheme 
objectives and the associated anticipated 


outcomes and impacts (qualitative & 
quantitative, as appropriate);  


2b Logic Model: (indicative 250 words) 
Q2Please complete the logic model as a graphic 


or roadmap that shows how your scheme is 
intended to work 


 Section 3 Data Requirements 
Metric, Units,  Frequency , Source , Baseline Date. 


4. Resourcing and Governance  
Please provide details of the monitoring and 
evaluation budget and resources, details of 


whom will be responsible for delivering the plan 
and procedures for risk management and any 


quality assurance.  


4a Resourcing: (indicative 50 words) 
Q3. How much will the evaluation cost and how 
will it be funded? 
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5. Delivery Plan  
Please provide a project plan and timeframe for 


data collection and reporting of monitoring and 
evaluation findings (including baseline work, 


interim and final findings).  
 


4b Timing: (indicative 100 words) 


Q4. When will key activities take place - 
including baseline work, interim and final 


findings? 


 (See 4. Resourcing and Governance) 4c Who Conducts    
Q5. Name, Address, Telephone, Email 


3. Data collection methods  
Please provide an overview of the data 
collection approaches including timing and 


frequency of data collection. Please also 
describe links with other monitoring activities 
where relevant. Where appropriate, please 


provide maps showing the spatial coverage of 
the data collection.  


5a Description (indicative 200 words) 
Q6. What evaluation method will be applied? 


(ie. process, outcome or impact, or a 
combination) 


6. Dissemination  
Please provide details of how the findings from 
the evaluation will be communicated to key 


stakeholders and lessons disseminated.  


5b Uses of the Evaluation (indicative 100 


words) 
Q7. How will the findings of the evaluation be 
used? What will the evaluation inform and who 


will be the audience? 


 
1.8 The M&E plans of 11 Growth Deal and Economic Development Fund Schemes were reviewed in 


order to identify any common areas for improvement and inform the design of an overarching LEP 
evaluation strategy.  The 11 projects are listed in Table 1.2. 


Table 1.2 Growth Deal and Economic Development Fund Schemes 
 Reference  Scheme Name 


LGF A 
Bristol Institute of Technology, Robotics Laboratory and the University Enterprise 
Zone Innovation and Incubation Centre 


LGF B Open Programmable City Region 
LGF C Advanced Composites for Transport Infrastructure – Bridge Construction 
LGF H Weston College Future Technology Centre  
LGF I Weston College Law and Professional Services Academy 
LGF L Sustainable Transport Package 15/16 
LGF M MetroWest Phase2 
LGF X Pinch Points - North South Link & West Wick Roundabout 
LGF Z MetroWest Phase 1 
EDF B The Arena 
EDF E NSETC 
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1.11 Some common areas for improvement were identified and these are covered in this document and 


in the accompanying workshops. 


Workshop 1 


 Logic chains  


 SMART objectives, outcomes 
and indicators 


 Baselining 


 M&E Plans 


 


Workshop 2 


 Additionality  


 Impacts & Results  


 Resourcing Evaluation 


 Timing of Evaluation 


1.12 The remainder of this document outlines the key points covered in the workshops and is intended to 
support projects in developing and implementing their M&E plans.  


1.13 Some key topics are listed below:  


Table 1.3 Monitoring & Evaluation Dos and Don’ts 


Topic Dos Don’ts 


Scheme objectives Identify quantifiable, measurable 


targets that are directly relevant to the 


project investment 


Be vague or only include wider 


outcomes that are not directly 


attributable to the investment. 


Logic Chain Process Demonstrate clear linkages between 


the stages: context rationale, inputs, 


activities, outputs, outcomes and 


impacts. 


Alter the structure of the logic chain so 


that it more closely reflects the project 


structure 


Confuse outputs and outcomes.  


Make big assumptions without stating 


what they are.  


Outcomes Distinguish between direct and indirect 


outcomes. 


Identify the scale and scope of 


outcomes to be achieved 


Consider the strength of the link 


between project and outcomes 


Focus on outcomes not attributable 


to the investment. 


Data collection Consider wider research activities, 


where appropriate, primary surveys, 


etc. 


Collect data that does not have a 


clear relevance and purpose. 


Budget and resource 


allocation 


Allocate an evaluation budget. 


Consider external evaluation, for 


independent results 
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Beneficiaries Know who your beneficiaries are and 


decide whether they are contactable.   


Underestimate the benefits of 


primary research with beneficiaries.  


Stakeholder and Partners Involve project partners in the 


evaluation process.  


 


Dissemination Publish your evaluation.  


Provide a short summary 


Expect people to read a long report. 
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WORKSHOP ONE 


Logic Models  


2.1 A Logic Models (or Logic Chain) is a simple tool that describes the relationship between project 
investments, the activities and outputs paid for, and how they are predicted to generate the planned 


outcomes and impacts. Establishing a clear logic chain is crucial to underpinning evaluation activities.  


 


Consistency and Clarity 


2.2 There should always be a very clear link between project objectives and the outcomes within the 
logic model.  Equally, activities or metrics without a clear link to the project aims should not be 


included (or indeed funded).  Creating a logic model should help projects ensure activities and 
objectives are well aligned, and data is only collected when it is directly associated with monitoring 


project activity and objectives. 


2.3 The content of the logic model should be consistent with contract outputs, and also outcomes listed 


within strategy and business plans.  A useful step may be to agree a final list of project outcomes and 
indicators, which may be longer than the agreed contract outputs.  


Outputs and Outcomes 


2.4 It can be easy to confuse what should be listed at each stage of the logic chain, particularly outputs 


and outcomes.  To recap, a Logic Model should have the following stages: 


Inputs: The resources (not limited to money) required to deliver activities and fulfil these aims/ 


objectives.  This should list grant funding, match funding and in-kind if appropriate.  It can also be 


helpful to distinguish between capital and revenue funding and/or investment in different strands of 
activity.   


Activities: What will be accomplished to address the aims and objectives? What will the money be 
used for?   


Outputs: What will be produced through the activities listed above? A measures of activity. 
Outcomes: The changes created through the activities e.g. in skills, behaviour, performance etc.  


Impacts: The longer term consequences of the change created.  


2.5 Table 2.1 shows some examples from M&E plans when metrics have been listed in one column, but 
would sit more comfortably in another. 
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Table 2.1 Clarifying outputs and outcomes 


Output Outcomes and Impacts 


 Supporting 70-75 businesses 


Pedestrian and cyclist access to employment and 
retail facilities 


 
Economic benefits to Bristol and SW England 


visitor economy. 
 


   Create 1530sqm Flagship Facility 


Modal shift resulting in reducing traffic pressures 
on key corridors 


 


Impacts  


2.6 It was particularly noticeable that, for a series of projects related to the economy, there are 
examples of project impacts not being expressed in quantitative economic indicators (e.g. 


Employment and/or Gross Value Added).  For example if the project is to improve skills to meet local 
demand, what impact will this have on local employment? 


2.7 This is understandable to some extent, the creation of jobs and GVA being dependent on a range of 
factors. However, if the aim of the project is ultimately to improve the local economy, it would be 
beneficial to have economic impacts included in the Logic Chain.  


Wider Outcomes 


2.8 Some of the projects include a logic chain with a large amount of outcomes / outputs / impacts 
arising from the project. Whilst this information is useful to describe wider impacts and potential 


knock-on benefits arising, it would be beneficial if the logic model distinguishes between direct and 
indirect outcomes, and those directly attributable to that investment.  This would help ensure that if 


evaluation resources are limited only those impacts that are most relevant to the project are 
considered.  


Logic Model Structures 


2.9 At times it may be beneficial to alter the structure of the logic chain so that it more closely reflects 
the project structure.  For example: 
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SMART Outcomes 


2.10 It is important to ensure that all aims/outcomes within the Logic Model are SMART.  This ensures 
that, when the time comes, it is possible to say to what extent objectives have been met.  


2.11 SMART is a criteria guiding the setting of objectives. It is an acronym which stands for: Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-Constrained. These criteria are considered in more 


depth below:  


Specific 


2.12 All projects stated clear aims/outcomes however it would be beneficial if they could be reviewed to 
tighten up the language used, or clarify language using an indicator.  


 Phrases such as ‘world class’ are difficult to assess or quantify. Whilst great aspirations, their 


inclusion creates a degree of ambiguity to the outcome.  An alternative would be to add an 
indicator measuring world-ranking or closer definition of the phrase.     


 If the project is to ‘contribute’ wider economic regeneration how will this happen and to what 
extent?  Outcomes should focus on the change or consequences directly attributable to project 


activity.   


 If the project is to attract catalytic investment, how much investment will be attracted?  


Measurable 


2.13 Related to specificity, it is also important to ensure that outcomes are measurable.  Measureable 
outcomes means that there is a consistent understanding of the scale and scope of the change 


predicted.  Many of the projects listed benefits which are measurable, but some further clarity may 
be needed on data sources and the level of change expected. Further information relating to this 


point is included in the data collection selection below.  


 If an objective is to ‘improve’, ‘increase’ or ‘decrease’ – by how much?  


 What is the scale of the expected benefits?   


Achievable 


2.14 It can be difficult to assess the achievability of outcomes externally, however, projects and the 
funder should agree that targets are stretching but achievable.  The assumptions (e.g. past trends) 


can be included in wider narrative to help explain the reasoning underpinning the targets.    


2.15 Within the M&E plans reviewed there are some isolated cases of very high figures for job outcomes 


cited as wider or indirect benefits.  It is less helpful to quantify indirect benefits, the focus should be 
on direct outcomes, furthermore, very high targets may create unrealistic expectations.      


 Both projects and funders should agree that targets are stretching, but achievable. 
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Relevant 


2.16 The projects, given their implications for the local economy, have clear relevance to the LEP Strategic 
Economic Plan (SEP).  In most cases this was implied rather than explicitly stated however this 


strategic link may be described elsewhere within the Business Case. It is helpful to include a short 
statement within the logic chain about policy and strategic context. This will also help influence 


future evaluation activities (such as identifying relevant stakeholders etc.).  


2.17 A key priority for all evaluation is the issue of attribution, understanding what outcomes and 


impacts are due directly to the programme investment.  This is essential for telling the story of the 
investment.   


2.18 Where projects are seeking to make change across a wide area or dispersed beneficiaries, outcomes 


may be the result of various connected factors.  Projects may make some contribution however, 
consideration should be given to the strength of the link between the project and outcome and 


whether it is valuable to measure an indirect benefit.  (In some cases theoretical evaluation 
methodology may be more appropriate than primary data collection.) 


 Programmes logic should demonstrate a link to strategy through reference to strategic 


documentation. 


 Outcomes should consider attributable to programme investment.  


 If the project is to address a LEP priority then it will be important to demonstrate this link (and 
how the project will address the issue)  


Time Constrained (Time Bound) 


2.19 Many of the projects did not state a timeframe against which delivery could be expected. It is 
important to state the time periods over which outcomes and impacts will be achieved so that 


evaluation is carried out at appropriate time.  It is recognised that economic impacts may only occur 
in the longer term, however this timeframe can be stated within the programme objectives and 


evaluation can focus on progress and future expected benefits.  


 A short statement before or within outcomes should state the expected timeframe. 
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Establishing a Baseline  


2.20 The baseline is a valuable asset to an evaluation plan.  The baseline will enable the project to 
effectively demonstrate progress over time, assist corporate memory and also clarify and test 


outcome indicators and data availability.  When compiling the baseline it is useful to think about the 
story that you hope to tell about impact in, say, 5 years’ time.  


2.21 The logic model is a key tool to that can help structure your baseline data collection and reporting.  


Table 2.2: Using the Logic Model to inform the Baseline 
Context and Rationale 


• What is the strategic and policy context (link to local and national strategy and policy) 
• What is the market failure rationale for intervention?    


Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes (Results) Impacts 


 
Planned: 


 
Funding 
profile 


 
Match 


funding 
sources 


 
In-kind? 


 
Capital & 


revenue split 
 


By work 
strand? 


 
 
 
 
 


Planned: 
 


Timetable 
and 


Milestones 


Output targets 
 


Narrative on 
quality and/or 


characteristics e.g. 
% sector or 
geography 


 
Existing provision 


(internet 
connection 


capacity, facilities, 
routes) 


 
Photos, maps, 
aerial photos 


Evidence to mirror SMART 
outcomes. 


 


 Survey findings: 
(attitudes, behaviour, 
perceptions) 


 
 Quantitative Data: 


journey times, 
commuter frequencies, 
publications,  


 
 Qualitative: Statements 


from key influencers or 
stakeholders 


 
 Literature/Best Practice 


 
 Current economic 


performance or sector 
or geography (or 
businesses) if 
appropriate 


 
 Ex ante economic 


impact assessment 


2.22 Information about planned inputs, activities and output can be sourced largely from business 


plans/business case, however it is beneficial to include narrative explanations.  It is not sufficient to 
say simply ‘none’, but include for example the location of the nearest equivalent facility or 


alternative route.  Baseline outcome and impact evidence can be collated for qualitative and 
quantitative outcomes, using primary or secondary data.  


 If the project is designed to change perceptions, then evidence of initial perceptions need to be 


collected as soon as the project is underway. 


 If the project is to fill a gap in city infrastructure what evidence is there to show that there is a 


gap and that it can be filled by the project?  It is not sufficient to say none or non-existent.  What 
is the current situation, i.e. nearest equivalent facility, current infrastructure?   


 If the project is to address a skills issue what evidence is there to show that there is a skills issue 
and that this can be addressed by the project.  
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Monitoring Plans & Data Collection  


2.23 Following the development of the Logic Model and SMART objectives, it is important to ensure all 
stages of the project are monitored through relevant data collection and research activities.  


2.24 As stated above there is not one single approach to evaluation that can be recommended to 
promoters, depending on the project and activity/output/outcome/impact in question, it may be 


that a range of different research activities are appropriate.  


2.25 For example, capturing the percentage of a building that is occupied might be relatively 


straightforward using internal data sources. However, capturing the impact of that building on the 
wider economy, or its impact on the perceptions of the area will require more sophisticated 
activities with progress being evaluated from a range of quantitative and qualitative data sources.  


2.26 Table 2.2 mirrors Section 3 of the Growth Deal M&E template.  We suggest considering an additional 
column noting how the information will be reported, this will help focus on those metrics have a 


purpose.  


 Table 2.3 M&E Plan Template 


Metric 
(& Target) Unit Frequency Source 


(& Responsibility) Baseline Reporting to? 


 Inputs …           


 Outputs …           


 Outcomes…           


 


2.45 An additional perspective is that data may need to be gathered to support future evaluation.  


Table 2.4 Data Gathering for Evaluation 
Impact Method 
Surveys Beneficiaries Contact details Support they received When? 


Consultations Stakeholders & 


Partners 


Contact details  Their role When? Why? 
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Attribution & Additionality  


2.46 Within monitoring and evaluation it is essential to consider attribution i.e. what change is due to the 
investment.  So far, within the logic model we have considered both direct and indirect outcomes, 


but to enable lessons to be learned there is a need to understand what change is attributable to the 
investment.  This may be qualitative i.e. statements of stakeholders or beneficiaries or quantitatively 


via an assessment of additionality.  


2.47 The concept of additionality is integral to evaluation activities. Simply stated, Additionality considers 


the proportion of the impacts arising in the local economy that can be attributed to the project. It is 
acknowledged that capturing Additionality is a technical process, with the exact steps to be 
undertaken depending on the nature of the project, nevertheless it is important that this is built into 


evaluation activities. The key factors are outlined below:  


 Deadweight – Whether project impact would occur even in the absence of the project 


 Displacement – Whether the project reduces impacts elsewhere in the area 


 Leakage – Whether project impacts remain in the area  


 Substitution - Whether the beneficiary changes activity in order to benefit from public subsidy 


 Multiplier Impacts – The wider (indirect and induced) impacts occurring in the economy.  


 
2.48 As can be seen, many of these factors require the collection of specific information. Generally 


speaking the collection of this information involves stakeholder/beneficiary consultation and/or a 


knowledge of the local economy.  


 If an organisation is to open and create new jobs, it will be important to assess that no existing 


body is negatively impacted by the project activity.  


 If a project aims to improve the skills of residents, it will be important to assess whether these 


skills are benefiting local residents and local firms as opposed to those from outside the area.  
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WORKSHOP 2 


Why Evaluate?  


3.1 The high level purpose of evaluation is to prove and improve impact. This can be further broken 
down into four elements:  


Prove  


• To ascertain whether the project has met stated objectives  


•  To determine the overall impact and additionality 


Improve  


• To identify operational lessons to improve process & practice, e.g. what went well, less well and 


why?  


• To inform strategic decision-making e.g. value for money and efficiency.     


3.2 From a project or programme’s perspective evaluation offers the opportunity to reflect on good 
practice and identify achievements which may help support further funding applications.  


Core Evaluation Questions 


3.3 The purposes of evaluation are linked to the core questions an evaluation is seeking to answer, 
namely:  


Have objectives and targets been met?  


Considering economic, strategic and qualitative effects, what outputs, outcomes and impacts have 
been achieved? 


To what extent are impacts additional (net)?  


What lessons have been learned about programme delivery, considering: stakeholder, partner and 
beneficiary feedback?  


Has the project demonstrated value for money?  


3.4 An evaluation may seek to answer all or some of these questions.  The scope of the evaluation is 
influenced by a number of factors including: what resources are available and what information the 


evaluation audience (stakeholders) require.   


Types of Evaluation  


3.5 The Growth Deal Monitoring and Evaluation Guidance describes four different types of evaluation.   


Process Evaluation: a review of delivery mechanisms and lessons learned; 


Outcome Evaluation: identifying the measureable change that has been created by the project;   


Theoretical Evaluation: using literature and previous research to establish the potential impact; and 
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Impact Evaluation: evidence based assessment, examining what has been achieved (outcomes) and 


whether the intervention was responsible (attribution).   


3.6 Process evaluation looks at the development and delivery of the projects.  The focus is on what 
worked well and less well, and what impact these factors had on the delivery of targets.  The 


research is likely to include gathering feedback from the delivery team, stakeholders and 
beneficiaries.   


3.7 Outcome evaluation seeks to gather evidence of the change created as a result of the investment.  In 
the context of the logic model this is one step on from the outputs achieved.  If investment has 


provided new transport infrastructure for example, an outcome evaluation would review the effect 
on transport flows and use.   


3.8 Theory based evaluation utilises secondary data to build a picture about outcomes and impacts, it is 
therefore similar in approach to methods used at appraisal.  The research typically uses proxies to 


identify the longer term impacts of programmes.  If a project has funded training for example, a 
theoretical evaluation could estimate the expected wage uplift resulting from new qualifications.   


Within a theoretical evaluation the use of secondary data must be clearly explained and a 
justification given for why primary data is not practical or viable.   


3.9 Impact evaluation is focussed on the longer term change that has resulted from the investment such 
as the benefits to the local economy.  For example if a business has been involved in an innovation 
project, has this enabled them to provide new goods and services, and improve their turnover, 


profitability and employment?    


3.10 The decision about which evaluation approach to take is driven by the type of project and the 


outcomes and impacts within the logic model (i.e. whether primary research is a viable option).   


Audiences 


3.11 Recognising that there are always limited resources for evaluation it is important to understand 


what your audiences require from the evaluation so that it focuses on what is needed most.  The 
audiences for evaluation include: current and future potential funders, current and future potential 
beneficiaries, project staff and delivery partners, as well as policy-makers.  Funders for example may 


be most interested in return on investment for the target area, whilst potential beneficiaries would 
like to know what difference the programme could make for them.  Overall, evaluation is a waste of 


resources is if it is approached as a ‘tick box’ exercise.  


3.12 It is worthwhile considering convening a steering group for the evaluation research.  The Steering 


Group could include: the project manager, partners, delivery organisations, funders and the 
evaluator.  A steering group ensures that all perspectives are heard and the evaluation meets their 


needs.  The steering group would be responsible for setting the scope of the evaluation, agreeing 
the research methods as well as signing of the reports.  The discussion held at the steering group 


provide a forum for discussing lessons learned and can be as valuable as the report itself.  
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Primary Research Methods 


3.13 Primary research includes for example beneficiary surveys, interviews, observation data, workshops 
and focus groups etc. These research methods should be the first choice for evaluation as it is 


enables the project/scheme to check the assumptions made at appraisal and within the logic model.  
Importantly this include understanding whether any change observed can be attributed to the 


project investment.  It is helpful to identify whether the evaluation is going to include primary 
research early on so that appropriate records such as contact details can be gathered and 


maintained.   


3.14 For ‘process’ evaluation primary research methods could for example include a discursive workshop 
with people involved in the delivery of the scheme, or consultations with stakeholders and project 


partners.  


3.15 The disadvantages of primary research are the time and costs involved, as it can require careful 


planning for example (designing surveys, scheduling consultations) and it may be difficult to contact 
and secure responses from beneficiaries.   The advantages are the higher confidence that can be 


drawn from the evidence as it directly from those involved in the scheme.  


Secondary Research Methods 


3.16 Secondary research methods are likely to feature in most evaluations and typically include: literature 
review, data analysis and utilising previous research/surveys etc.  Secondary research is particularly 


valuable when examining longer term trends for example incomes, modal shifts in transport use or 
visitor numbers.  


3.17 It is essential to ensure that the source of the data is reliable, such as from nationally compiled data 
sets from e.g. ONS or academic/government literature.  If data is used from previous research the 


methodology should be checked for validity and robustness.  


3.18 There is a wealth and variety of information available, however when using secondary research it is 


important to ensure that the most appropriate data is used, rather than the data that is most readily 
available.   


3.19 Whilst secondary research may provide and indicator of outcomes and impact, the main 
disadvantage is that it is not possible to derive attribution that is the outcomes that are due to the 


programme investment.   


Evaluation Quality Assurance 


3.20 To ensure any investment in evaluation provides value for money, it must be robust and provide 
insightful conclusions.  Table 3.1 overleaf summarises the key quality questions to consider when 


reviewing an evaluation report.  
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Table 3.1: Evaluation Quality Checklist 
Criteria Key questions 


Key 


Evaluation 
Questions 


• Have the essential characteristics of the project been well described? Including the type of 
intervention, the level of funding, the method of delivery and the geographical scope and the 
rationale for investment.  


• Have both the planned and achieved project: investment, activities, outputs and outcomes been 
clearly articulated (i.e. within a logic model / theory of change)?  


• Does the evaluation consider achievement against project objectives? 
• Has the evaluation reviewed the contribution the investment has made towards Growth Deal 


objectives? 
• Has additionality been assessed, and impacts quantified as net additional?  
• What lessons can be learned and applied? What went well, less well and why? Lessons should be 


illustrated using examples of good practice and challenges. 


Research 


Design 


• Is the methodology and data appropriate for answering the evaluation questions? 
• Does the evaluation report describe the methodology used and the sources of data? Are the limits 


of the methods and data described? 
• Has data been used appropriately? Have the available sources of information been identified and 


the reliability of the data checked? 
• Were the techniques used to collect the chosen data, suitable for answering the evaluative 


questions? 
• Was the mixture of qualitative and quantitative data appropriate for a valid analysis of the 


impacts? 


Findings & 
Analysis 


• Is data clearly presented with sources referenced and response rates included?  
• Does analysis (e.g. descriptive statistics, tables, graphs etc.) use data appropriately? 
• Does the data sample make it possible to generalise the findings to the whole population (i.e. is the 


sample valid)? 
• Does the evaluation interpret the findings? I.e. what does the data tell us about the effectiveness of 


delivery, and the outcomes and impact of the investment?  


Sound 
Conclusions 


• Are conclusions presented in a fair and balanced way? 
• Are conclusions evidence based?  
• Are appropriate benchmarks or other criteria used in making conclusions? 
• Are recommendations sufficiently clear so that they can be implemented? 


Dissemination  


3.21 In order to derive the most benefit from evaluation it is important that the findings are 
communicated to relevant audiences.  To facilitate easy dissemination the report should be written 


in plain English, be concise (consider setting a page limit) and include an Executive Summary.  


3.22 Evaluations should be pro-actively circulated to relevant stakeholders and made available in 


accordance with the organisations Publication Scheme (See: Information Commissioner’s Office 
website).  It may also be appropriate to host a presentation and encourage discussion of the 


evaluation findings with a group of stakeholders to identify next steps or ways in which lessons can 
be learned.   



https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-freedom-of-information/publication-scheme/

https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-freedom-of-information/publication-scheme/
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State aid: The Basics 
Purpose of the guide 
This is State aid basics guide is intended to assist public sector officials understand the 
basic State aid concepts and rules. Some of the material has previously been published 
separately and has been revised and updated in this document.  


Figure 1: Are you planning to give money to an organisation that does anything 
commercial? 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


These are just some examples of when State aid rules might apply. This guide will help 
you to decide whether you are in state aid territory, and what to do next.  


Introduction  
State aid can occur whenever state resources are used to provide assistance that gives 
organisations an advantage over others. It can distort competition, which is harmful to 
consumers and companies in the EU. Where there is a genuine market failure, State aid 
might be necessary and justified. In general, aid that really changes the behaviour of the 
organisation that receives it, which is the best way to address the failure and limit 
distortions, and where the benefits outweigh any negative effects on competition, is 
approvable.  


The UK and EU support strong State aid rules to ensure aid is well targeted to address 
market failures and avoid negative effects on competition. With strong rules, those who 
receive advantages from the state won’t become overly reliant on aid and will remain 
incentivised to innovate or make efficiencies. New market entrants are encouraged and 
weak companies are less likely to stay in the market. Ultimately, it’s a better deal for 
consumers.   


Are you providing 
incentives to companies to 


help drive down costs to 
the consumer?  


Are you building pay-to-use 
infrastructure? 


 
  


Are you setting up a 
scheme to stimulate 


growth in a target sector 
or region?  


Are you planning to set up a 
scheme or body to give 


financial assistance?  


Are you setting up a 
publicly funded body? 


  


Are you creating a fund 
to give loans where the 
banks do not?  


  Are you planning to give money to an organisation that does  
  anything commercial? For example:  
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State aid rules promote a level playing field and ensure we invest well. Navigating them 
takes time and resource, but it also helps policy-makers ensure value for money and avoid 
unwanted effects. This guide has 3 steps to help you answer the 3 basic questions all 
policy-makers need to ask:  


Step 1: Is it state aid?  


Step 2: What do I do if it might be state aid?  


Step 3: How can state aid be granted legally?  


While reading, remember:  
• A scheme can be state aid even if it is designed to benefit society.  
• If your policy includes state aid, it doesn’t necessarily mean you can’t do it; it does 


mean you will need to devote time and resource to ensuring it is legal.  
• There are people across government who are experienced in working with state aid 


and can give advice.  
• Please get in touch with BIS State aid Team as soon as possible if you believe you 


have a notifiable aid measure.  


Step 1: Is it State aid?  
If your answer to all four of the following questions is “yes”, your assistance is almost 
certainly State aid. If some of your answers are “no” or if you are unsure, seek advice. See 
also Figure 1.  


1. Is the assistance granted by the state or through state resources?    
• “Granted by the State” means by any public or private body controlled by the state 


(which, in the UK, means national or local Government). 
• “State resources” is broad: any measure with an impact on the state budget or 


where the state has significant control are included, for example, tax exemptions, 
Lottery funding and the EU structural Funds. 


2. Does the assistance give an advantage to one or more undertakings 
over others?  


• An “undertaking” is any organisation engaged in economic activity.    


- This is about activity rather than legal form, so non-profit organisations, charities 
and public bodies can all be undertakings, depending on the activities they are 
involved in.  


- An undertaking can also include operators and ‘middlemen’ if they benefit from the 
funding  
 


• “Economic activity” means putting goods or services on a market. It is not 
necessary to make a profit to be engaged in economic activity: if others in the 
market offer the same good or service, it is an economic activity.   
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• Support to an organisation engaged in a non-economic activity isn’t State aid, e.g. 
support to individuals through the social security system is not state aid.    
 


• An “advantage” can take many forms: not just a grant, loan or tax break, but also 
use of a state asset for free or at less than market price. Essentially, it is something 
an undertaking could not get in the normal course of business.   


3. Does the assistance distort or have the potential to distort competition?   


• If the assistance strengthens the recipient relative to its competitors then the 
answer is likely to be “yes”.   


• The “potential to distort competition” does not have to be substantial or significant: 
may include relatively small amounts of financial support to firms with modest 
market share.   
 


4. Does the assistance affect trade between Member States  
The interpretation of this is broad: it is enough that a product or service is tradable 
between Member States, even if the recipient does not itself export to other EU Markets.  
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However, you should always consult the original EU legislation you are relying on to satisfy 
yourself that you are in compliance with these.  


Public bodies can seek advice from specialist teams in relevant Government Departments, 
Devolved Administrations or the BIS State Aid team. Contact details are included at page 
10. If you are in any doubt about whether your assistance will comply with the rules, seek 
advice as early as possible.  


Private sector organisations and individuals should seek independent legal advice 


Step 3: How can state aid be granted legally?  
Where there is a genuine market failure, state aid might be necessary, justified, and 
compatible with EU rules. Generally, the Commission bases approvals on whether aid is:  


• The minimum necessary to remedy the failure (proportionate)  
• Really changing the behaviour of the organisation that receives it (incentive effect)  
• The best way to address the failure (appropriate)  
• Beneficial enough to outweigh any negative effects on competition (balancing test)  


 
The Commission’s experience has led it to develop regulations and guidelines setting out 
common ways of meeting these tests. These approved mechanisms make it quicker and 
easier to implement schemes, and reduce the need for the Commission to consider every 
case individually. So State aid can be given legally in two ways:   


• by complying with one of a set of approved EU mechanisms for state aid; or  
• by seeking approval for the particular scheme from the EU Commission on the 


basis that it meets the above tests.   
 
The State aid approval process is resource intensive and involves risk to delivery of 
projects and policies. Therefore you should always seek to deliver state aid under an 
existing scheme, the De minimis regulation or block exemption regulation in the first 
instance. If you think that you may have a notifiable aid measure please speak to the BIS 
State aid team as soon as possible about this so we can advise on risk and process.  
 
De minimis  


A useful approved EU mechanism for State aid is the de minimis regulation, based on 
the Commission’s view that small amounts of aid are unlikely to distort competition.  


 
The De Minimis Regulation allows small amounts of aid – less than €200,000 over 3 
rolling years – to be given to an undertaking for a wide range of purposes.  


 
If you use this mechanism, you don’t need to notify or get approval, but records of aid 
granted must be kept and all the rules of the de minimis regulation must be followed. 
The State Aid Manual gives more detail and standard text for communications.  


 
The General Block Exemption Regulation (GBER)  


The GBER is a useful mechanism. It provides a simple way of providing assistance for 
a range of aid measures considered not to unduly distort competition.  


 


8 







State Aid: The Basics 


 


If you use this mechanism, you don’t need prior approval, but you must notify the 
Commission using the online system (SANI) within 20 working days of giving the aid. 
The managing authority will need to inform the BIS State aid team to be able to use 
SANI.  


 
The Regulation authorises aid in favour of the following activities. Those marked in red 
are new categories of aid which were not in the previous GBER and would previously 
have required Commission approval.  
 


• Regional aid;  
• aid to SMEs in the form of investment aid, operating aid and SMEs' access to 


finance; 
• aid for environmental protection; 
• aid for research & development & innovation; 
• training aid; 
• recruitment and employment aid for disadvantaged workers and workers with 


disabilities;  
• aid to make good the damage caused by certain natural disasters; 
• social aid for transport for residents for remote regions; 
• aid for broadband infrastructures; 
• aid for culture and heritage conservation; 
• aid for sport and multifunctional recreational infrastructures; and 
• aid for local infrastructure.  


 
It is important to meet the terms and maximum aid amounts set out in the 
regulation. Please see the State aid Manual- Chapter 5.  


 
Other mechanisms  


1. For aid in excess and outside of GBER and de minimis, the EC Treaty provides 
other ways for Member States to grant state aid legally where it helps market or 
equity objectives that the market would otherwise fail to deliver. These objectives 
include promotion of Research, Development & Innovation, Environmental 
Protection, access to venture capital, access to broadband, investment in SMEs 
and support for public services – such as rural transport and social housing.  The 
Commission has put in place guidelines and frameworks setting out what they 
consider to be permissible.  
 


2. If you use these mechanisms, aid must be given within the parameters of the 
relevant guidelines and frameworks set out by the Commission, and must be 
notified and approved by the Commission before it can be given. A standard 
notification takes at least 9-12 months to be approved. Notifications that present 
new issues, are contentious or do not fall under existing guidelines usually take 
longer, especially if a formal investigation is needed.   
 


3. Further information is in the State aid Manual and you should seek advice from 
State aid Team as soon as possible if you want to use one of these mechanisms.  


 
Export aid & Operating aid  


1. Aid for “export-related activities” is not allowed (including under the de minimis 
regulation), in particular assistance which is linked to exported quantities, 
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assistance to establish or operate a distribution network, and other current 
expenditure linked to exporting, but you can support attendance at trade fairs.   
 


2. In general, operating aid is not allowed except under the de minimis regulation or 
exceptional circumstances. “Operating aid” means aid to cover costs which a 
company could expect to pay in the normal course of business, such as rates, rent 
and utilities bills. If you are planning to give this kind of assistance, seek advice at 
an early stage.   


Taking a risk-based approach to state aid  
1. Policy-makers need to understand and manage the risks state aid might pose to 


their projects. The impact of any un-notified measure being later found incompatible 
by the Commission is fairly uniform – removal of the scheme and possible recovery 
of aid already given. However, this does not mean all potential State aid measures 
should be handled in the same way.   
 


2. The credibility of the argument that a measure is not aid will depend on how much 
supporting precedent there is from other cases, and how consistent the argument is 
with the Commission’s State aid policy as set out in its communications. More 
guidance is available in the State aid Manual, but please seek advice: do not 
attempt to take a risk-based approach alone.  


Further help  
1. Public funders should study the following guidance, ideally at an early stage in 


developing the assistance, and then seek advice if they are in doubt:  
• The State aid Manual: https://www.gov.uk/state-aid   
• FAQs: https://www.gov.uk/state-aid   
• Commission website: 


ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/overview/index_en.html  
 


2. Specialist State aid teams can advise on the process and comment on documents, 
but will have to prioritise and won't be able to hand-hold every case. There is a self-
assessment form on the BIS State aid website that will help structure the 
information the teams will need in order to provide advice.  
 


3. Tailored advice can usually only be given to public bodies. Private sector 
organisations, individuals or other recipients should seek independent legal advice. 


Contacts  
For advice on state aid in the transport sector, contact the DfT state aid team: Stateaid-
Transport@dft.gsi.gov.uk 
For advice on state aid in the agriculture, fisheries and aquaculture sectors, contact the 
DEFRA State aid team: gov.uk/state-aid-for-agriculture-and-fisheries#contact-your-local-
state-aid-expert  For advice on State aid in other sectors, contact the BIS State aid team: 
sapu@bis.gsi.gov.uk  
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Devolved Administrations  
Northern Ireland State aid team: stateaid@detini.gov.uk    


Scotland State aid team: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Government/State-
Aid/SAU/contacts   


Wales State aid team: http://wales.gov.uk/topics/businessandeconomy/stateaid/?lang=en  
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JSC  Joint Scrutiny Committee  


JTB  Joint Transport Board 


LEP  Local Enterprise Partnership 


SLB  Strategic Leaders Board  


OBC  Outline Business Case 


FBC  Full Business Case 


GOL  Grant Offer Letter 


LGF  Local Growth Fund 


EDF  Economic Development Fund 


RIF  Revolving Infrastructure Fund  


 







1 Key Purpose 
This guidance is to assist and support applicant organisations (referred to in this guidance as promoters) to 
understand the process and procedures in place at the West of England Local Enterprise Partnership (the LEP), 
prior to and once funding has been agreed. 
 
It covers the following stages: 
• proposal development 
• outline business case 
• full business case 
• change request 
• highlight reports 


 







2 Background 
The LEP has secured funding to support economic growth across the region and has established a number of 
boards and committees to manage the processes that allocate funding and manage the process post allocation.   
 
The LEP has introduced the 'One Front Door' approach to managing funds. Its aim is to establish a consistent 
and transparent approach that oversees a wide range of programmes regardless of their funding source.   
 
This guidance applies to the following funding schemes in its 'One Front Door' approach: 
• Economic Development Fund 
• Local Growth Fund 
• new schemes via the Revolving Infrastructure Fund 
• any new future funding stream 


 







3 One Front Door Approach 
The 'One Front Door' approach includes the following: 


 


Proposal Entry 
Point 


LEP Office 


Local 
Transport 


Body 
Board 


Joint 
Transport 
Executive 


Committee 


LEP Board 


Joint Transport Board 


Strategic Leaders 
Board 


Joint 
Scrutiny 


Committee 


West of England 
Investment  


Board  







LEP Office – The LEP can provide assistance and support to promoters and clarify funding sources available. It 
might review and make recommendations to any of the Boards and Committees but it is not a decision 
making body. 
 
Investment Board (IB) - The Investment Board includes public and private sector membership and makes 
recommendations on a fundable programme of schemes to the LEP Board and the Strategic Leaders Board. 
The Investment Board will make recommendations on schemes funded by the Economic Development Fund 
(EDF), Local Growth Fund (LGF) (including skills capital projects) and new schemes coming through the 
Revolving Infrastructure Fund (RIF). The Investment Board will have oversight of all schemes. 
 
West of England Local Enterprise Partnership Board (LEP) - The LEP Board develops and drives policy and 
strategy for economic growth and job creation in the LEP area. It supports local authority members and 
businesses in the delivery of economic growth and job creation, including involvement in decisions about 
grant funding where appropriate and in line with central government policy or requirements.  
 
Strategic Leaders Board (SLB) - A formally constituted Board. Its membership comprises the Leaders of Bath 
& North East Somerset Council, North Somerset Council and South Gloucestershire Council and the Mayor of 
Bristol City Council. Its objective is to focus on strategic economic issues and to unlock barriers to growth in 
support of delivering the West of England Strategic Economic Plan. 
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Joint Transport Board (JTB) – The Joint Transport Board brings together the meetings of the Joint Transport 
Executive Committee and Local Transport Body Board. This Board has responsibility for ensuring that 
transport schemes with over £5m of funding conform with the agreed transport assurance framework. 
Changes to schemes with  programme level impacts are reported via the Investment Board. 
 
Joint Scrutiny Committee (JSC) - The Joint Scrutiny Committee scrutinizes the publically funded aspects of 
the West of England LEP. Its membership includes elected members from each council listed above. 
 
Accountable Body – Bath & North East Somerset Council is the nominated authority for the LEP. It receives 
the grant funding and is the accountable body. 
 


 


One Front Door Approach (continued) 


 







4 Key for flow charts 


Start or End 


Process 


Document 


Decision 


direction of process flow 


process step that produces a document 


start and stop points in a process 


process or action step 


indicates a question or branch in the process flow 







5 Funding Award Process 


This is the process that identifies an idea for a 
scheme and develops it to the point where a 
promoter agrees to put together an Outline 
Business Case (OBC).  
 
1. An idea for a scheme could originate from a 


wide range of sources, including a local 
authority, university, government 
department or private business.  Chart 1 
illustrates the possible sources of initial ideas 
using examples of the promoter and the LEP 
Board. 
 


2. The LEP office is available to provide 
additional help and assistance. Discussions 
may assist the promoter to decide whether it 
would be beneficial to develop a proposal 
and to understand the funding sources 
available. This part of the process is optional.  
 


3. Proposal is developed by the promoter.  
 


4. The promoter may wish to obtain the view of 
the LEP Board (optional).  
 


5. Further consultation may be held with the 
LEP Office.  
 


6. The promoter agrees to progress and to 
develop an OBC.  


Chart 1 – Proposal Development 







Funding Award Process (continued) 


 
 
 
 


This stage of the process results in schemes being 
awarded programme entry, after which schemes 
would progress to Full Business Case (FBC). 
 
1. An OBC is prepared by the promoter. 
2. The OBC will be reviewed by the LEP Office and 


the Accountable Body. A joint findings report will 
be prepared. 


3. The Investment Board receives a copy of the OBC 
and an update from the Accountable Body. The 
OBC is recommended for programme entry or 
rejected. 


4. If the OBC is unsuitable for programme entry then 
the promoter will be informed via a decision 
notice issued by the LEP Office. 


5. The promoter can either update the OBC and 
resubmit or stop. 


6. Those schemes recommended for programme 
entry are passed to the LEP Board.  


7. Elected Members of the Joint Scrutiny Committee 
are able to scrutinize the decisions. 


8. The Strategic Leaders Board receive a copy of the 
OBC and any recommendations made by any 
previous boards as part of their oversight. 


9. Either the OBC is recommended for programme 
entry or rejected.   


10. The promoter is informed of the decision via a 
decision notice. 


11. The OBC can either be accepted without any 
change required or require  an update or  be 
stopped. 


 If accepted the scheme progresses to the FBC 
stage. 


Chart 2 – Outline Business Case 
 







Funding Award Process (continued) 


 
 
 
 


The FBC process follows the same order of 
meetings as the OBC, commencing with 
programme entry, a FBC and concluding with 
either a grant offer letter or the decision that the 
scheme should not proceed. 
 
1. Programme entry was confirmed as part of the 


OBC process. 
2. The FBC is prepared by the promoter.   
3. The FBC will be reviewed by independent 


reviewers, the LEP Office and the Accountable 
Body. A joint findings report will be prepared. 


4. The promoter will be able to comment on any 
findings from the joint review. 


5. The Investment Board will review the FBC.  A 
decision is made on the FBC, it is either 
approved, not approved, or approved with 
conditions. 


6. If the FBC is approved go to step 9. 
7. If the FBC requires amendment, or is approved 


with conditions the promoter will be informed. 
The promoter may then update the FBC and 
resubmit, stop or meet the requested 
conditions. 


8. The conditions are then reviewed and 
approved by the Investment Board. 


9. A decision notice is issued by the LEP office and 
the promoter informed. 


10. A grant offer letter (GOL) is issued by the 
Accountable Body to the promoter. 


11. GOL is signed by the promoter and the 
Accountable Officer (Finance Officer or Section 
151 Officer), making the GOL a legal 
contractual agreement. 


Chart 3 – Full Business Case 







6 Scheme Variance 


 
 
 
 


A change request will be generated whenever the 
scheme varies from the agreed tolerances.   
 
1. A change request could be generated by the promoter 


or the LEP office, as a result of changes to cost, time or 
scope.  The specific details for each scheme can be 
found in your offer letter. 


2. The LEP Office will raise any recommendations and 
forward to the Investment Board. 


3. The Investment Board is able to approve a change 
request where: 


• cost - headroom is available for any additional funds 
• cost - increases up to 20% to a maximum of £2m 
• time - slippage of schemes less than 3 months which 


can be contained within the financial year 
• scope – up to 20% change in value of quality or scope 


change as a percentage of project value 
• scope – 20% change in one or more of the benefits 


metrics 
4. The Investment Board will make a decision to authorise 


the change. 
5. The Investment Board will inform the promoter of the 


decision. The LEP Board and the SLB will be advised of 
the approved changes. 


6. For any change request where there is no programme 
headroom or the thresholds are exceeded, the 
recommendation of the Investment Board will be 
reviewed by the LEP Board. 


7. Elected Members of the Joint Scrutiny Committee are 
able to scrutinize change requests prior to the SLB. 


8. The SLB will either reject of authorise the change. 
9. A decisions notice will be issued by the LEP Office to 


the scheme promoter. 
10. The promoter is informed through the decision notice. 


Chart 4 – Change Request 







7 Monitoring 


 
 
 
 


1. Highlight reports provide quarterly 
updates on each scheme and should be 
completed by the promoter.  
 


2. The highlight report may identify a 
scheme variance and a change request 
may be required. 
 


3. The highlight report will be reviewed by 
the LEP Office. 
 


4. The LEP Office may generate a change 
request on behalf of the promoter. 
 


5. The highlight report will be reviewed by 
the Investment Board. 
 


6. The highlight report will also be 
reviewed by the LEP Board. 
 


7. Elected Members of the Joint Scrutiny 
Committee are able to scrutinize the 
highlight report. 
 


8. The highlight report will also be 
reviewed by the SLB. 
 


9. The promoter will be notified as 
required at the end of this process. 


 


Chart 5 – Highlight Report 







8 Assurance Framework & Templates 
Through their Growth Deal each LEP is required to develop an accountability and assurance frameworks which 
set out the arrangements and processes through which the Growth Deal and Local Growth Fund will operate. 
The approved West of England Growth Deal Assurance Framework is available online at 
www.westofenglandlep.co.uk/funding/local-growth-fund  
 
The most up-to-date templates for Outline and Full Business Cases and Highlight Reports are appended to the 
Assurance Framework document. If you require a Word version of the templates, please contact the Local 
Enterprise Partnership Office: 
 
Katia Getalal 
West of England Local Enterprise Partnership 
Engine Shed, Station Approach, Temple Meads, Bristol, BS1 6QH 
t. 0117 903 6862 e. katia.getalal@westofengland.org  
 
 
 
 
 
This document was produced with the support of Grant Thornton, through funding from the DfT’s Transport 
Delivery Excellence Programme 
 



http://www.westofenglandlep.co.uk/funding/local-growth-fund

mailto:katia.getalal@westofengland.org
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 Market failure, Strategic Aims, Description of Work, 
Outcomes, Spend profile, Funding, Delivery issues, 
Dependencies 


 


 


 ‘The Economic Case should be succinct but provide 
clear evidence building upon information provided in 
the OBC.’  


 
 ‘include a forecast of the total costs and benefits of the 


project over its asset life including basis and 
assumptions in theVFM appraisal’ 


 


 


 







   Strong strategic case 


   Project usually well defined 


   Positive statements on jobs and growth 


   Lack of evidence to support statements 


   Different approaches to use of outputs 


 


 


 


 


 







 a) Capital scheme (ie construction of a 
building);  


 


 b) Schemes that unlock infrastructure/ specific 
sites;  


 


 c) Small scale transport schemes/ 
infrastructure with wider impacts (connectivity/ 
unlocking sites) 


 







Nigel F Jump 
 


Executive Director & Chief Economist, Strategic 
Economics Ltd 


www.strategiceconomics.co.uk   
nigel@strategiceconomics.co.uk  


Professor in Regional Economic Development, 
Bournemouth University 


 



http://www.strategiceconomics.co.uk/

mailto:nigel@strategiceconomics.co.uk





Major public works support regional development by 
adding capacity to the local asset base. 
 
This investment/intervention should:  
 
1. capture socio-economic benefits lost to 


market/government failures over time & space 
 


2. secure competitive opportunities that might 
otherwise be missed 
 


3. drive sustained & sustainable growth in 
productivity & employment 







Infrastructure developments have economic impacts 
during & after the construction phase 
 


 These effects have to be appraised before funding is 
justified / agreed  


o (creating net additional benefit that at least 
matches alternative uses for the monies)  


  


 Real (net additional) effects have to be monitored  
o during the construction & use phases  
o to support evaluation & learning 


 


 At every stage, this analysis has to be appropriate & 
proportional to the project at hand 







 Step 1: Consider the project in the round  
 a) establish rationale  
 b) collect quantitative & qualitative data,  
 c) make informed assumptions / judgements 
 


 Step 2: Use standard turnover / cost ratios to 
calculate direct construction effects: output (GVA) 
& jobs (FTEs) 


 


 Step 3: Calculate the indirect impact of 
construction, using output & employment 
multipliers 
 


 This establishes “short term” impact 







 Step 4:  Calculate indirect effects from 
infrastructure use beyond the construction phase 


1) estimate net additionality 


2) apply relevant multipliers. 
 


 This gives the “long term” impact 
 


 Step 5:  Aggregate/compile total direct & indirect 
effects. Compare with scheme objectives/targets 
&  alternative options 
 


 Step 6:  Consider persistence.  Where necessary, 
calculate  net present value of cost-benefit 
streams.   
 


 Amend/repeat steps 4 & 5 above as/if appropriate. 


 







 Step 7:  Qualitatively assess any other factors. 
Multi-criteria or critical success analysis  


 


 Step 8:  Establish pragmatic monitoring 
requirements 


a) beneficiary surveys or  


b) other reporting indicators  


 


 This enables  interim/final evaluation of outcomes 
against plans & estimates (from 1-7 above) 


 


 Remember  - informed judgement  always 
necessary 


 







1. Turnover : GVA   = 0.38-0.43, avge 0.4 
 


2. £90k (2014 construc prices) supports 1FTE 
 


3. Construc multipliers   = 1.7-2.0, avge 1.85 
 


4. Deadweight 0.34  Leakage 0.1  
Displacement 0.37           Substitution negl. 
 


5. Sector multipliers   = 1.2-2.6 
 


6. Total gross to net   = c50%. 
 


7. Net Present Value   = 3.5% (0.035) 
 


8. Multi-criteria rank   1-10 


 







Shane Vallance 
 


Associate Consultant – Strategic Economics 







 Transport infrastructure (c£3m) unlocking 
enterprise zone 


 


1. Direct impact of construction phase (short-term) 


 


2. Indirect impact of construction phase (short-
term) 


 


3. ‘Unlocking potential’– quantitative (long-term) 
 


4. ‘Unlocking potential’– qualitative (long-term) 
 







2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 


GVA £0.54 £0.57 £1.02 £0.30 £0.10 £2.53 


FTE (man years) 15 16 28 8 3 70 


Cost (PV) £1.35 £1.38 £2.43 £0.69 £0.23 £6.08 


GVA (PV) £0.54 £0.56 £0.97 £0.28 £0.09 £2.43 


Net Present Value (£0.46) (£1.29) (£2.75) (£3.17) (£3.30) 







2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 


GVA – direct £0.54 £0.57 £1.02 £0.30 £0.10 £2.53 


FTE (man years) – 
direct 


15 16 28 8 3 70 


GVA direct & 
indirect (PV) 


£0.99 £1.03 £1.79 £0.51 £0.17 £4.50 


FTE direct & 
indirect (man 
years) 


28 30 52 15 6 130 


Net Present Value (£0.35) (£0.70) (£1.35) (£1.53) (£1.58) 







 Consider the longer term impact  


    – link to the overriding objective 
 


   In this example  


    – to unlock site for enterprise zone development 
 


   Difficulty is separation of benefits that require 
further (public) investment / support 
 


   May be a case of illustrating rather than 
counting – potentially, through logic chain? 
 


   Attribution is a difficult (blunt / messy) exercise  







2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 


Office 
development (m2) 
– HCA employment 
densities? 


0 0 500 
(50%) 


950 
(60%) 


1250 
(80%) 


£2.53 


FTE (increasing 
occupancy – 
cumulative) 


0 0 21 48 83 


GVA (prof, tech) – 
discounted – 
AMORE tool? 


£0 £0 £0.90 £2.02 £3.39 


Net Present Value (£0.35) (£0.70) (£0.44) £0.48 £1.80 







2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 


FTE (increasing 
occupancy – 
cumulative) 


0 0 21 48 83 


GVA (prof, tech) - 
discounted 


£0 £0 £0.90 £2.02 £3.39 


FTE – direct & 
indirect impact 
(1.2) 


0 0 25 58 100 


GVA – direct & 
indirect impact 
(1.3) 


£0 £0 £1.2 £2.63 £4.41 


Net Present Value (£0.35) (£0.70) £0.73 £3.08 £6.21 







2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 


FTE – direct & 
indirect impact 
(1.2) 


0 0 12 28 48 


GVA – direct & 
indirect impact 
(1.3) 


£0 £0 £1.2 £2.63 £4.41 


Net Present Value (£0.35) (£0.70) £0.12 £1.72 £3.91 







 Difficult to claim all these benefits for the original 
transport infrastructure project in purest terms 
 


   Setting out clear identifiable steps & showing how 
benefits change as more (wider) elements are added, 
demonstrates benefits of such schemes  


 – makes it easier for appraisers 
 


   Use of agreed benchmarks in each step means no hidden 
(appraisal) surprises 
 


   Include wider impacts to illustrate longer-term 
(‘unlocking’) benefits even if cannot wholly claim in 
appraisal 
 


   NPV should build over time as benefits continue to flow 
whereas costs largely sunk – esp. on net additional basis 







 Optimism bias  


– to be addressed through sensitivity testing? 
 


 Persistence of benefits  


– how long before benefits become ‘disassociated’ with 
original investment 
 


 Inclusion of other costs that support ‘unlocking’ 
process?  


- Might be difficult but important to recognise (non-
inclusion would mean benefits overstated) 


 







 Application of MCDA as a structured approach?  
  - (lots of different ways it can be done) 


 


 Criteria would probably need to be decided by the LEP & 
applicants would need to demonstrate project delivery 
against that criteria  


  – (should partly reflect LEP priorities?) 
 


 Appraisal process would then undertake scoring  
using weights in accordance with importance 


 


 If not feasible, simpler version would be assessment 
against key performance criteria? 
 


 Key is that some structure is needed to ensure consistency 
  – in terms of applications and appraisal 







 In assessing economic benefits – appraisers want 
clear & identifiable steps - (no hidden workings!) 
 


   Benchmarks highlighted are tools – do not always 
have to use them, but major departures need to be 
justified 
 


   For infrastructure schemes, important to consider 
over longer-term & the indirect (unlocking) impacts 
 


   Even if can’t claim all aspects when counting formal 
impact / output , illustrating other benefits can show 
extent of influence 
 


   Always guard against optimism bias, use trusted 
sources, & be ‘sensible’(conservative) in assumptions 
used 
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Impact  Guidance  Note  


A  guide  to  estimating  economic  impact  for  infrastructure  projects  in  
the  West  of  England  


  
Introduction  
  
Investment  in  infrastructure  development1  is  undertaken  with  public  sector  support  
when  market  or  government  ‘failures’  are  in  evidence  and  such  failures  are  capable  
of  being  addressed  to  the  net  benefit  of  the  economy  over  time.      
  
Project  applications  need  to  reflect  specific  characteristics  and  objectives,  particularly  
when  submitting  a  Full  Business  Case.    The  impact  of  infrastructure  development  
can  be  hard  to  quantify.    Nevertheless,  broad  similarities  between  projects  allow  us  
to  simplify  the  assessment  process  by  using  benchmarks.  
  
Accordingly,  this  guidance  is  aimed  at  infrastructure  developments  with  a  
significant  construction  phase.      Its  robust  benchmarks  promote  consistency  and  
comparability  between  applications  and  project  options.  
  
The  guidance  focuses  on  four  main  elements  of  project  development:  
  


1. The  short-‐‑term  direct  &  indirect  impact  on  an  economy  whilst  the  
infrastructure  capacity  is  being  constructed;  


2. The  long-‐‑term  indirect  impact  when  the  new  facilities  provide  economic  
benefits  to  businesses,  residents  and  other  organisations;  


3. A  structured  qualitative  assessment  of  the  wider  benefits  of  investment  and  
how  they  might  contribute  to  the  LEP’s  overall  objectives;  


4. The  need  to  establish  monitoring  data  requirements  that  will  yield  consistent  
and  reliable  evidence  for  the  evaluation  of  outcomes.     


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  In  this  document,  investment  in  infrastructure  is  about  major,  physical  projects.    In  particular,  we  
are  relating  the  analysis  to  the  WoE  LEP’s  desire  to  assess  road/highway  and  other  sustainable  
transport  schemes,  flood  defences,  and  public  realm  works.	  
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Summary  of  Steps  to  the  Impact  Assessment  of  Construction  Infrastructure  
  
  
Step  1:    Consider  the  project  in  the  round,  establishing  qualitative  judgements  about  
its  potential  effects  and  gathering  relevant  data  and  estimates  on  impact.  
  
Step  2:    Calculate  the  direct  effects  of  the  construction  phase  in  terms  of  output  
(GVA)  and  jobs  (FTEs),  using  the  standard  turnover  ratios  provided.  
  
Step  3:    Calculate  the  indirect  impact  of  the  construction  phase,  using  the  output  and  
employment  multipliers  indicated.    
  
At  this  point,  you  will  have  established  the  “short  term”  impact  
  
  
Step  4:    Calculate  any  indirect  effects  from  the  use  of  the  infrastructure  after  the  
construction  phase  by  
   1)  Estimating  additionality  based  on  the  factors  suggested  and    
   2)  Applying  relevant  multipliers  to  the  net  stream  of  net  additional  benefits.  
  
This  gives  us  the  “long  term”  impact  
  
Step  5:    Aggregate  or  compile  the  total  direct  and  indirect  effects  
  
  
Step  6:    Consider  persistence  and  calculate  the  net  present  value  of  cost  and  benefit  
streams  over  the  life  of  the  project  including  and  beyond  the  construction  phase.    
Amend  and  repeat  steps  4  and  5  above  as/if  appropriate.  
  
Step  7:    Qualitatively  assess  any  other  factors  with  multi-‐‑criteria  or  critical  success  
analysis    
  
Step  8:    Establish  monitoring  requirements,  perhaps  using  beneficiary  surveys  or  
other  agreed  reporting  indicators  to  support  the  eventual  evaluation  of  outcomes  
against  the  plans  and  estimates  resulting  from  steps  1-‐‑7  above.  
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Step  1:    Consider  the  project  in  the  round,  establishing  qualitative  judgements  about  
its  potential  effects  and  gathering  relevant  data  and  estimates  on  impact.  
  
The  first  stage  of  any  impact  assessment  for  a  public  tender  is  to  consider  the  project  
as  a  whole,  breaking  down  the  decision,  implementation  and  completion  stages  into  
their  various  parts  and  constituents  in  terms  of  inputs,  outputs  and  outcomes.      
  
The  applicant  would  be  expected  to  determine  the  qualitative  and  quantitative  
elements  of  the  planned  works  and  their  potential  scale.    Essentially,  this  is  a  
descriptive  and  collection  phase,  accumulating  the  intelligence  and  data  needed  to  
complete  the  steps  that  follow.    Amongst  others,  this  might  include  estimates  for:  
  


1) Total  spending  during  the  build  stage,  breaking  it  down  broadly  into  
categories  of  costs/turnover,  such  as  materials,  labour  and  other  costs  and  
specifying  a  time  frame  and  a  detailed  sequence  for  the  construction  phase.  
  


2) Total  employment  in  terms  of  jobs/FTEs  and  skills/wages  during  the  different  
parts  of  the  construction  phase  and,  where  necessary,  allocating  them  to  
relevant  project  years.  
  


3) Indirect  effects,  including  ramifications  for  local  supply  chains,  wider  
employment,  sector  value  added  and  spatial  impacts  beyond  the  construction  
phase.  
  


4) Other  factors  particular  to  the  project,  such  as    
a)  complementarity  with  other  investment  streams/projects  and  strategic  
priorities/policies/objectives,  and    
b)  overall  impacts  on  growth/productivity  resilience  and  sustainability.  


  
This  ‘thinking  and  listing’  stage  of  the  proposal  is  vital  to  making  the  later  steps  well  
founded,  well  argued  and  easier  to  complete.    Also,  when  the  later  quantitative  steps  
are  complete,  applicants  can  refer  back  to  the  ‘story’  here  to  check  consistency  and  
plausibility.  
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Estimating  impact  in  the  construction  phase:  
  
Step  2:    Calculate  the  direct  effects  of  the  construction  phase  in  terms  of  output  
(GVA)  and  jobs  (FTEs),  using  the  standard  turnover  ratios  provided.  
  
An  initial  requirement  might  be  to  determine  what  proportion  of  total  costs  and  
benefits  and,  thereby,  outputs  and  net  impacts  can  be  associated  with  this  particular  
funding  stream.    Whilst  we  would  not  consider  it  a  requirement  of  the  application  
process,  government  and  other  public  funders2  do  set  various  benchmarks  for  this  
from  time  to  time  and,  applicants  may  be  asked  to  take  it  into  account.    Generally,  
however,  applicants  are  being  asked  to  focus  on  the  whole  impact  rather  than  any  
allocation  of  it  to  funding  sources.    In  the  rest  of  this  guidance,  the  funder  is  
assumed  to  provide  100%  of  the  public  sector  support.  
  
Direct  effect  –  Gross  Value  Added:  
  
For  many  funding  applicants,  particularly  for  infrastructure  schemes,  the  starting  
point  for  estimating  the  economic  impact  of  their  project  is  the  scale  and  nature  of  
the  proposed  financial  investment.    That  information  can  be  used  to  estimate  the  
gross  value  added  (GVA)  and  employment  (full  time  equivalent  -‐‑  FTE)  impacts  of  
the  proposed  scheme.      
  
In  terms  of  the  GVA  impact  of  a  scheme,  this  is  normally  calculated  in  two  ways:  
  


 A  turnover  approach;  utilising  turnover  as  the  ‘input’  and  then  applying  
benchmark  ratios  to  estimate  the  GVA  equivalence.  
  


 An  employment  approach;  taking  the  estimated  number  of  jobs  supported  by  a  
scheme  and  using  ‘GVA  per  FTE’  benchmarks  to  derive  overall  GVA  impact.  


  
The  turnover-‐‑led  approach  is  often  best  suited  for  infrastructure  developments  
because  the  financial  cost  of  the  construction,  excluding  land  acquisition,  is  usually  
known.    During  the  building  phase,  this  figure  can  be  used  as  a  proxy  for  turnover.    
A  range  of  turnover:  GVA  ratios  of  0.38-‐‑0.43,  averaging  0.40,  should  be  used  to  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  The  WoE  LEP  may  establish  these  ratios  from  central  guidance  or  from  its  own  criteria  and  advise  
applicants  accordingly.    Project  funders  are  likely  to  adopt  a  proportionate  approach:  allocating  
impact  outputs  to  the  various  public  funding  streams  according  to  the  size  of  the  relative  and  relevant  
cost  contribution.    There  may  be  cases,  however,  where  a  funder  can  claim  more  than  this  proportion  
–  if,  for  example,  it  can  show  that  its  contribution  was  a  sine  qua  non  for  the  works  even  though  it  did  
not  fully  fund  the  works.    It  is  for  the  funder,  not  the  applicant,  to  set  these  proportionate  criteria  and  
to  apply  the  relevant  ratios  to  any  total,  net  impact  assessment.      
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estimate  the  direct  impact  on  GVA  of  an  infrastructure  scheme.      
  
Consideration  of  other  non-‐‑construction  costs  such  as  design  fees  are  treated  
separately,  but  in  a  consistent  manner.    For  example,  if  undertaken  by  
professional/technical  experts,  a  turnover:  GVA  ratio  for  that  cost  element  of  0.50  is  
appropriate.  
  
Direct  effect  –  Jobs  Supported:  
  
Applicants  are  often  asked  to  estimate  the  number  of  jobs  that  will  be  supported  
during  a  proposed  infrastructure  scheme.    A  priori,  these  employment  effects  are  
often  overstated.    Again,  a  turnover  approach  can  be  adopted.    Broadly,  about  
£90,000  (2014  prices)  of  construction  investment  is  needed  to  support  one  FTE.    
Anything  markedly  different  from  this  will  need  to  be  justified.  
  
Step  3:    Calculate  the  indirect  impact  of  the  construction  phase,  using  the  output  and  
employment  multiplier  ranges  indicated.    
  
Indirect  effect  –  GVA  and  jobs  supported:  
  
In  the  absence  of  specific  and  detailed  information  regarding  the  wider  impacts  on  
relevant  supply  chains,  applicants  would  normally  use  ‘multipliers’  to  estimate  
indirect  impact.    There  are  two  main  types  of  ‘multipliers’:  
  


 Output  multipliers  that  measure  the  effects  of  a  change  in  output,  
expenditure  or  employment  on  the  wider  output  of  the  economy.    Output  is  
measured  in  terms  of  GVA  for  an  area  like  the  West  of  England.  
  


 Employment  multipliers  that  measure  the  effects  of  output,  expenditure  or  
employment  changes  on  employment.    This  is  usually  measured  as  FTEs.  


  
For  the  construction  phase  of  infrastructure  projects,  use  an  output  multiplier  of  
1.8-‐‑1.9  and  an  employment  multiplier  of  1.7-‐‑2.0  (both  averaging  1.85).      
  
The  exact  number  used  will  reflect  the  scale,  geography,  workforce  skills  and  nature  
of  the  particular  scheme,  and  any  other  relevant  factors.    It  can  be  higher,  for  
example,  for  works  with  strong  ‘local  content’  or  very  ‘targeted’  local  impact.    
Generally,  lower  multipliers  would  be  used  for  flood  defences  or  public  realm  works  
and  higher  ones  for  significant  road  and  other  transport  schemes.    If  objective  
assessment  of  these  technical  details  not  feasible,  this  should  be  stated  and  the  
average  used.  
  
After  using  the  appropriate  benchmarks,  the  results  are  combined  to  outline  the  full  
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potential  direct  and  indirect  impact  of  the  construction  phase.    A  worked  example  is  
shown  in  the  flow  chart  below.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Beyond  the  construction  phase:  
  
Theoretically,  there  could  be  some  direct  impacts  of  the  construction  phase  beyond  
that  phase.    In  practice,  this  would  be  unusual.    Next,  therefore,  we  focus  on  the  
indirect  or  long-‐‑term  effects  post  construction.    
  
Step  4:    Calculate  any  indirect  effects  from  the  use  of  the  infrastructure  after  the  
construction  phase  by  
   1)  Estimating  additionality  based  on  the  factors  suggested  and    
   2)  Applying  relevant  multipliers  to  the  net  stream  of  net  benefits.  
  
Major  public  infrastructure  is  funded  in  order  to  add  economic  capacity  that  boosts  
underlying  growth  potential.    Ideally,  this  means  infrastructure  that  sustains  a  net  
positive  impact  over,  at  least,  the  medium  term.    It  is  the  eventual  ‘outcomes’  of  


Creation	  of	  a	  link	  road	  that	  opens	  up	  a	  site	  for	  development	  –	  
estimated	  construction	  cost	  £8.65mn	  (within	  one	  year)	  


Application	  of	  typical	  local	  
turnover:	  GVA	  ratio	  of	  0.4	  


Application	  of	  typical	  
£90,000	  turnover	  per	  
construction	  FTE	  


Estimated	  direct	  GVA	  
impact	  of	  £3.5mn	  


Estimated	  direct	  FTE	  
employment	  supported	  96	  


Application	  of	  output	  
multiplier	  -‐	  1.85	  	  


Application	  of	  	  2.0	  
employment	  multiplier	  


Estimated	  direct	  &	  indirect	  
GVA	  impact	  of	  £6.5mn	  


Estimated	  direct	  &	  indirect	  
FTE	  employment	  
supported	  -‐	  192	  







Strategic	  Economics	  Ltd	  –	  Bespoke	  Analysis	  &	  Advice	  


August	  2015	  ©	  Strategic	  Economics	  for	  the	  authors:	  	  Page	  7	  


intervention,  as  well  as  the  immediate  outputs,  that  matter.    
  
Therefore,  after  estimating  the  direct  impacts  of  the  construction  phase,  investment  
applicants  should  consider  the  use  of  the  built  facilities  and  the  economic  effects  of  
those  activities  over  time.    Applications  should  use  sector-‐‑specific  output  and  
employment  multipliers  (see  next  table  –  derived  from  the  AMORE  model  and  other  
sources)  and  the  relevant  ‘additionality’  factors  (see  the  subsequent  table).    Inputs  
and  benefits  from  the  construction  and  delivery  phases  must  be  defined  separately  
to  avoid  double  counting.      
  
Selected  Sector  multipliers   Employment  


multiplier    
(WoE  level)  


Output  
multiplier    
(WoE  level)  


Agriculture   1.2   1.7  
Manufacturing   1.5   1.8  
Electricity  &  gas   2.6   1.3  
Water,  sewerage  &  waste   1.9   1.4  
Construction   1.8   1.8  
Wholesale  &  retail   1.3   1.5  
Transport   1.6   1.6  
Accommodation  &  food   1.2   1.4  
Information  &  communication   1.6   1.5  
Finance  &  insurance   1.9   1.5  
Professional,  scientific  &  technical   1.5   1.5  
Administration  &  support  services   1.4   1.5  
Public  admin  &  defence   1.6   1.6  
Education   1.4   1.4  
Health  &  social  work   1.6   1.6  
Arts,  entertainment  &  recreation   1.4   1.6  
Other  services   1.3   1.5  
  
For  example,  suppose  the  link-‐‑road  in  the  flow  chart  above  leads  unequivocally  and  
directly  to  more  local  manufacturing  activity,  worth  say  £2mn  GVA.    Using  the  1.8  
manufacturing  benchmark  in  the  table  below,  the  total  (direct  and  indirect)  effect  could  be  
£3.6mn  GVA  for  the  wider  economy.    (Direct  and  indirect  impacts  should  be  shown  
separately  (£2mn  and  £1.6mn  respectively  in  this  case,  as  well  as  combined).      
Avoiding  double  counting,  projects  should  use  a  relevant  mix  of  multipliers  that  best  
describe  any  on-‐‑going  operations  that  have  been  facilitated  by  the  initial  
infrastructure  build.    
  
Over  the  life  of  the  project  beyond  construction,  applicants  should  also  consider  
how  much  of  the  estimated  gross  impact  can  be  described  as  net  additional  activity.    
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To  avoid  exaggerating  potential  returns,  the  gross  long-‐‑term  effects  of  investments  
need  to  be  reduced  to  net  totals  before  applying  any  multipliers.    Such  measures  of  
net  additionality  provide  a  better  estimate  of  impact,  allowing  a  more  appropriate  
cost/benefit  ratio  to  be  assessed.  
  
The  usual  ‘additionality’  factors  are  deadweight,  displacement,  leakage  and  
substitution.    Consideration  of  these  avoids  distortion  and  exaggeration  in  impact  
assessment,  revealing  the  net  change  in  economic  performance  that  really  matters.    
  


 Deadweight  captures  effects  that  would  have  happened  anyway.      
 Displacement  calculates  effects  that  replace  or  ‘crowd  out’  existing  activities.    
For  example,  our  link  road  scheme  may  help  some  businesses  but  hurt  others.    These  
effects  should  be  netted  out.  


 Leakage  considers  effects  that  occur  beyond  the  target  area.    This  ‘exported’  
benefit  needs  to  be  subtracted  from  estimates  of  local  WoE  LEP  impacts.  


 Substitution  looks  at  adverse  distortions  in  behaviour  caused  by  an  
intervention.    In  the  projects  under  review  here,  this  tends  to  be  insignificant.      


  
‘Additionality’  factors  vary  by  weight  and  influence  in  different  business  sectors.    
Here,  we  use  benchmark  data  for  regeneration  &  infrastructure  schemes  (see  table  
below).    These  are  based  empirically  on  a  large  sample  of  previous  developments3.    
The  rounded  gross-‐‑to-‐‑net  ratio  of  51%  is  the  average  adjustment  of  gross-‐‑to-‐‑net  
benefits  using  the  relevant  adjustment  ratios  and  an  infrastructure  multiplier  (1.4).    
  
Additionality  factors   Deadweight   Displacement   Leakage   Gross-‐‑to-‐‑net  ratio  


Infrastructure  schemes   33.9%   37.4%   10.4%   51%  


  
For  example,  in  terms  of  the  indirect  effects,  additionality  would  have  to  be  assessed  for  the  
impact  of  the  road  link  asidentified  above.    In  other  words,  the  £2mn  of  impact  assumed  
would  have  to  be  amended  for  ‘additionality’,  resulting  in  a  net  effect  of  £1.02mn.4    The  
applicant  could  justify  a  different  multiplier  if  there  was  an  identifiable  sector-‐‑specific  effect.    
So,  given  that  in  this  case  the  benefits  are  purely  manufacturing  based,  then  the  multiplier  of  
1.8  should  be  used  –  resulting  in  a  gross-‐‑to-‐‑net  ratio  of  66.7%  and  a  higher  net  effect  of  
£1.33mn.  
  
  
  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  	  
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/191512/Research_to_
improve_the_assessment_of_additionality.pdf	  
4	  Net	  additionality	  =	  (1-‐.339)*(1-‐.374)*(1-‐.104)*1.4.	  If	  relevant,	  an	  adjustment	  for	  substitution	  would	  also	  
be	  included.	  
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Step  5:    Aggregate  or  compile  the  total  direct  and  indirect  effects  
  
At  this  point,  applicants  will  have  a  set  of  numbers  reflecting:    
  
The  use  of  a  turnover/GVA  ratio  to  estimate  a  direct  GVA  impact  of  the  
construction  phase  -‐‑  in  our  example,  £3.5mn.  
  
The  use  of  a  multiplier  to  add  the  indirect  impact  for  the  construction  phase  and,  
thereby,  to  reach  a  total  impact  figure  for  infrastructure  build  -‐‑  £6.5mn  
  
and/or  
  
The  use  of  turnover/FTE  ratio  to  estimate  a  direct  FTE  impact  of  construction  –  96  
FTEs  
  
The  use  of  a  multiplier  to  add  the  indirect  impact  and,  thereby,  to  reach  a  total  
impact  figure  for  the  construction  phase  –  192  FTEs  
  
and  
  
The  use  of  additionality  factors  and  sector  multipliers  to  estimate  the  indirect  effects  
of  the  infrastructure  project  on  the  wider  economy  after  the  construction  phase  -‐‑  
£1.8mn  
  
In  aggregate,  then,  the  impact  of  this  road  link  infrastructure  costing  £8.65mm  is  GVA  
£6.5mn  during  the  short-‐‑term  construction  phase  and  £1.33mn  in  the  subsequent  phase5.    
This  can  now  be  used  to  assess  cost/benefit.  
  
  
Accounting  for  Time:  
  
Step  6:    Consider  persistence  and  calculate  the  net  present  value  of  cost  and  benefit  
streams  over  the  life  of  the  project  beyond  the  construction  phase.    Amend  and  
repeat  steps  4  and  5  above  as/if  appropriate.  
  
Infrastructure  proposals  tend  to  be  relatively  large-‐‑scale  and  often  involve  phased  
delivery  over  a  number  of  years.      Impact  measurements  need  to  account  for  this  
time  factor.    To  do  this  consistently  for  future  streams  of  costs  and  benefits,  net  
present  value  (NPV)  is  used.    NPV  is  derived  by  applying  a  discount  rate  (currently  
officially  set  at  3.5%  per  annum).  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  N.B.  this  is  a  stylistic  example  –  the  scale  relationships  between  the  numbers  will  vary  according  to  
the  exact  nature  of  a  real  investment  and  cannot  be  considered  fixed.  
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For  example,  suppose  there  are  two  options  for  our  link  road  scheme.      
The  first  costs  £8.65mmn  and  yields  net  benefits  of  £3.5mn  GVA  (as  in  the  flow  chart  above)  
in  one  year.    However,  under  a  second  construction  option,  the  costs  are  the  same  but  all  the  
GVA  uplift  comes  in  the  second  year.    Then,  we  would  have  to  discount  the  year  2  benefit  
flow  by  3.5%:  in  NPV  terms,  the  £3.5mn  GVA  produced  would  actually  be  worth  £3.38mn.      
This  NPV  should  be  used  for  any  subsequent  calculation  of  benefit  :  cost  ratios.  
  
In  considering  the  overall  impact  of  a  project,  it  is  important  to  estimate  the  extent  to  
which  the  benefits  generated  will  persist  over  time.    Indeed,  by  their  nature,  
infrastructure  developments  are  investments  that  should  create  persistence:  a  stream  
of  net  benefits  over  the  long  run.      
  
The  best  available  guidance  suggests  that  for  infrastructure  schemes,  benefits  gradually  
build  up  over  3  years  and  then  deliver  a  stream  of  benefits  over  a  10-‐‑year  period.    
Any  period  longer  than  this  would  have  to  be  justified  by  the  nature  of  the  works  
and  agreed  with  WoE  LEP.  For  example,  a  tidal  barrage  designed  to  last  over  100  
years  is  very  different  from  a  temporary  road  improvement  planned  to  last  10  years.  
  
  
Valuing  the  wider  impacts  of  infrastructure  construction  
  
Step  7:    Qualitatively  assess  other  factors  with  multi-‐‑criteria  or  critical  success  
analysis    
  
Applications  for  large6  infrastructure  projects  should  include  a  structured  
qualitative  section  to  draw  out  benefits  that  are  difficult  to  quantify.      
  
Factors  that  could  be  considered  in  this  area  might  be  impacts  on:  


• Local  labour  markets      
• Economic,  social  and  environmental  resilience    
• Agglomeration  and  the  drivers  of  productivity    


  
Multi-‐‑criteria  analysis  can  be  used  to  assess  these  elements,  particularly  when  
comparing  different  project  options.    This  involves  assigning  weights  to  agreed  
criteria,  and  then  scoring  options  as  to  how  well  they  might  perform  against  those  
criteria.    The  weighted  scores  are  then  summed,  and  these  relative  totals  used  to  
rank  options.      
  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  There  is  no  strict  guideline  as  to  what  constitutes  “large”.    At  this  point  in  time,  we  might  
recommend  a  benchmark  of  £5mn.  
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If  this  approach  is  too  onerous,  another  method  is  to  list  the  required  performance  
criteria  (sometimes  called  ‘critical  success  factors’)  and  qualitatively  assess  options  
in  terms  of  whether  they  are  likely  to  be  met  or  not.    At  least,  then,  we  can  assess  
these  elements  for  ‘sense’.    
  
Assuming  a  multi-‐‑criteria  analysis  is  appropriate,  there  are  seven  steps  to  consider  
(see  below).    In  practice,  applicants  have  to  establish  what  the  relevant  factors  are,  
perhaps  with  reference  to  the  LEP’s  overall  strategy  and  priorities.  
  
1. Identify  the  performance  criteria  for  assessing  the  project    
–  suppose  our  link  road  supports  LEP  priorities  in  terms  of  building  community  
cohesion  and  safeguarding  economic  capacity.  


2. Devise  a  scoring  scheme  for  marking  an  option  under  each  criteria    
–  scoring  1-‐‑10  where  1  is  low  impact  and  10  is  high  impact.    


3. Add  a  weighting  mechanism  for  the  relative  importance  of  each  criterion    
–  say,  cohesion  weighted  at  4  out  of  10  and  safeguarding  at  6  out  of  10  


4. Allocate  scores  to  each  investment  option  for  each  of  the  criteria    
–  scores  for  the  link  road  are  judged  as  3  for  cohesion  and  6  for  safeguarding  


5. Document  the  rationale  for  the  scoring  results  for  each  option    
–  safeguarding  is  more  important  than  cohesion  for  the  LEP’s  growth  agenda.  


6. Calculate  overall  results  and  test  for  robustness    
–  1.2  (3x0.4)  for  cohesion  and  3.6  (6x0.6)  for  safeguarding  


7. Report  and  interpret  the  findings    
–  a  total  of  4.8  can  be  compared  with  the  scores  for  other  options  with  the  same  or  
different  criteria.  In  any  real  case,  there  will  be  a  matrix  of  various  factors  to  be  
assessed.  


  
  
Monitoring  &  Evaluation  Requirements  
  
There  should  always  be  a  clear  link  from  scheme  objectives,  to  the  anticipated  
outputs  and  impacts  (qualitative  &  quantitative).7    
  
Step  8:    Establish  monitoring  requirements,  perhaps  using  beneficiary  surveys  or  
other  agreed  reporting  indicators  to  support  the  eventual  evaluation  of  outcomes  
against  the  plans  and  estimates  resulting  from  steps  1-‐‑7  above.  
  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  In  due  course,  an  appropriate  monitoring  regimen  will  allow  outcomes  to  be  evaluated.    Monitoring  
requirements  will  be  agreed  between  applicants  and  funders.    Their  scale  and  character  will  reflect  
the  type  of  intervention  and  the  objectives  outlined  in  the  funding  programme.    
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The  monitoring  and  evaluation  requirements  for  projects  post-‐‑funding  shifts  the  
emphasis  to  the  collection  of  empirical,  beneficiary  data.    Recent  guidance  issued  by  BIS  
(Growth  Deal  Programme  Job  Monitoring,  July  2015)  discusses  the  practicality,  cost  
and  reliability  of  collecting  jobs  data  for  monitoring  infrastructure  projects.      
  
A  survey-‐‑based  approach  is  often  the  most  feasible  for  local  infrastructure  
projects.    It  can  be  difficult  to  ensure  a  statistically  robust  outcome  from  any  survey.    
The  beneficiaries  covered  must  not  be  a  ‘captive  market’  and  must  truly  represent  
the  population  as  a  whole.      (For  example,  potentially  thousands  of  workers  and  residents  
could  use  a  new  link  road  on  a  daily  basis  –  how  can  the  true  net  benefit  of  the  scheme  to  
them  be  captured  as  opposed  to  all  other  factors  affecting  the  beneficiaries?).      
  
Nevertheless,  a  well-‐‑designed  survey,  which  follows  established  principles  of  
random  selection,  objectivity  and  regularity,  and/or  appropriate  capturing  of  real  
process  and  use  indicators,  can  be  important  monitoring  and  evaluation  tools,  
helping  funders  and  developers  to  understand  whether  an  infrastructure  project  is  
achieving  its  objectives  and  aiding  eventual  evaluation  and  vital  learning.    
  
  
Conclusion  
  
This  guidance  offers  a  practical  tool  for  supporting  objective  assessment  for  WoE  
LEP  infrastructure  investment  projects.  
  


 It  provides  benchmarks  against  which  major  construction  activities  can  be  
assessed  for  potential  impact.      


  
 It  offers  guidelines  and  examples  for  proposers  and  assessors  of  infrastructure  


projects  in  the  WoE  LEP  area.      
  


 It  should  ensure  that  developers  and  funders  are  basing  plans,  decisions  and  
delivery  on  a  shared  framework  of  impact  assessment.  


  
Appraisal,  assessment,  monitoring  and  evaluation  procedures  need  to  be  cost-‐‑
effective,  proportionate  and  appropriate.    The  benchmarks  outlined  here  promote  
that  end,  but  will  never  remove  the  need  for  sound  judgement  and  careful  
judgement  about  the  full  “net  benefits”  of  specific  projects.  
  





